figgt U jj. m (TFT) 04/0007/2003 -05 


REGD. NO. D. L. (N) 04/0007/2003—05 



(Hie Gazette of <3nclici 


uiPyctiK ^ u*hI^i« 

PUBLISHED BY AUTHORITY 
limits cfc 
WEEKLY 

■ ■■ ■■ ■ • . ■ .- 

Tf. 22] 22—28, 2011, 1—7, 1933 

No. 22] NEW DELHI, MAY22 —MAY28, 2011, SATURDAY/JYAISTHA1—JYAISTHA7, 1933 _ 

«rnr 3 ^ wtt # t fa w ^ ^ Tm m Tfa 

Separate Paging is given to tilts Part in order that it may be filed as a separate compilation 

*TFT 11 —3 —^T-t3nry (ii) 

PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (it) 

RTTrf wmx ^ ( T$TT lj:UM4| «Ft ) £TTT vflTTf falj ^ 31f^T aUt 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 

fa#, 20 2011 

^t. 31T. 1421. —Trfxm (armffer^rcr 1971 (1971 ^T40) # to 3 

wfawT ^ fir cT«TT tot m*m, ^ ^ ittoi to-2 , ^ (ii) ^ (i) 4347 faro 15 

far^R 1984, (ii) <sr,3n. 2171 faifa 18 3TOT, 1990, (iii) srf^Riu-R. H-il/92-m 3/^fi^^/^ w/ ^.^-iy fare* 
02fare^,1992,(iv)^31l 1493fafa01 3TOT, 1998, (v)^t3H 754fafa08RT*f, 2003,(vOTOH 89 fafa 17^#,2004, 
(vii)^T.3TT. 1825 falfa 04 ^nf, 2009, (viii)^T.3TT. 1824 fare* 04 ^1$, 2009, (ix) ^T.3&. 3119 falfa 21 ^*^7, 2009, 
(x) ^T.3TT. 1912 falfa 07 3TOT, 2010, (xi) ^T.3TT. 699 falfa 13 2010, (xii) *T.3& 737 fa#* 20^, 2010, 

(xiii) TO3H 896falfa 10 3lfeT, 2010 OT Wfafl aifa^H! ^ stffam 3, faqUj, <H4> # faq Tjqf ^ 

l^SK1 ^^^71K#^TOre (2) 3*fWft4#7KTO^ 

arfTOKt ^ ^ m ^^ trim srfafarc ^ i # to# # topt (3) #* 

#37 yftfKT ^ 7T3fV<T #3TfTOK # Rfal# # qfa #*T?( 3lfaf*TO # TOfa 31S!Tm 37T# 5TCT 

# 3T^crT 3 tt =h^fi ctwtt t tx 7 ^cf^rt :— 


WT*ft 


Sf7. 7T. 

3TfW7t 

Tll^rHch x rf7717f 3^7 a^lfa-ETC ^ ’Wpfhr 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

1. 


ifm 4>r<^eT, H6irn<vn^*7, ^#1 m{^h, 

71.-1, fte, ^ f^rft TR^K ?RT ^ 



3T^1 mR^K 1 


1730 G1/2011 
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2 I ' 3 RTR ^ TOMTIT 

3. Rro R ^Rra ^ 

(*Ru u l ^ ^73T) ?mT hR^MH 
4 w 8 ! '^RtR I 

4. TOfePT 3FTO ^ «m4*1K T# 

H6iPi<l$FF I 


Ijftny hsiPkIsj^ (t^Rnwi)/^? fafacHi 
atfTOfft, # cf>Nf?fq 3T«TO ^ ^Ff^fR V3 it 
t I 

RRt 3flP3^f r ^ 4* I 


7. ^R^et ^ Trot R ifora R4t #i 


mR*k R*r4 to 4> 'sRt 34341444 i 

tRr ^4Rt R*r4 ^Rftto ^ rRI Rto gsqidq (toto/ 
tRtor)i 

yRy< R^t 4 ^fd'U to ^ Tnff to ^iid4 (mw/ 
MR-didH) vfcm mm ^ wft 

^Rfir r^tt i 

hR*k c^-sO<i R*t4 to, R*ft ioo W 50 ItoRRt *Rj<w 
31FFTO I 


hRu< 4»Rj£ '3»t ^4) 3l i H l Cl*'1 «l<tlRl 4 l*l (§°hW <^<il, chWU ^<11., 

Rm<rtl TO., ■g'T T?R Mf^dl McLlfd^H TTRcT) I 

T rfRrc *£R$to ^ ^Rft to#* R fora #Rgro wft Rro 

toRfjR i 


[WR ^II-U/lOlO-^^-TOTO-l/^RTO^-Rh^-III] 

Rv. ^STR^TFT, 3T^T TTf^TO 


MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS 
New Delhi, the 20th May, 2011 

S. 0.1421. —In exercise of the powers conferred by section 3 of the Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised 
Occ jpants) Act 1971 (40 of 1971), and in supersession of notifications of the Government of India, in the Ministry of Home 
Affe irs, published in the Gazette of India, in Part-II, Section-3, Sub-section (ii), vide (i) S.0.4347 dated the 15th December, 
1981, (ii) S.0.2171 dated the 18th August, 1990, (iii) notification No. A. II-ll/92-Adm-3/CRPF/MHA/FP-IV dated the 
2nd September, 1992, (iv) S.01493 dated the 1st August, 1998, (v) S.O 754 dated the 8th March, 2003, (vi) S.0.89 dated the 
17th January, 2004, (vii) S.O. 1825 dated the 04th July, 2009, (viii) S.O. 1824 dated the 04th July, 2009, (ix) S.O. 3119 dated the 
21st November, 2009, (x) S.O. 1912 dated die 07th August, 2010,(xi) S.O. 699 dated the 13thMarch,2010, (xii) S.O: 737 dated 
the ^ 0th March, 2010, (xiii) S.O. 896 dated the 10th April, 2010, except as respects things done or omitted to be done before 
such supersession, the Central Government hereby appoints the officers mentioned in column (2) of the Table below, 
beir g Gazetted officers of the Government to be Estate officers for the purpose of the said Act, who shall exercise the 
pou ers conferred, and perfonn the duties imposed on such Estate Officer by or under the said Act within such local limits 
or in respect of such public premises as specified in column (3) of the said table namely:— 


TABLE 



Officers 


1. Deputy Inspector General (Administration) 


2 Deputy Inspector General of Police. 


Local limits of public premises. 


Premises of the Central Reserve PoliceForce, Directorate 
General, CRPF, CGO Complex, Lodhi Road, New Delhi or 
any other premises provided by Govt. 

Premises of the Central Reserve Police Force, all Zone 
Headquarters 
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(D (2) (3) 


3. Deputy Inspector General (Provision and 
Accounts) posted in (Administrative/ 
Sector Headquarter ) and Deputy Inspector 
General of Police Posted in Operational 
Sector Headquarters. 

4. Deputy Inspector Genera! of Police 
holding the charges of Head of Office. 


5. Deputy Inspector General 
(Medical)/Chief Medical Officer 
holding the charges of Head of 
Office. 

6. All Commandants of Un-attached 
Battalions. 


7. All Commandants of attached 
Battalions located at Central 
Reserve Police Force Camping Sites. 


Premises of the Central Reserve Police Force, 
all Sector Headquarters. (Administration/ 
operational). 


Premises of the Central Reserve Police Force, all Range 
Headquarters (Administration/Operational) or all 
Group Centres or all Training Institutions and all 
Central Weapon Stores. 

Premises of the Central Reserve Police 
Force, all Composite 100 and 50 bedded 
Hospitals. 

Premises of the Central Reserve Police Force 
Un-attached Battalions (including Rapid Action 
Force, Commando Battalions for Resolute Action, 
Signal, Special Duty Group and Mahila Battalions. 


Premises of the Central Reserve Police Force, 
all attached Battalions at Central Reserve 
Police Force camping sites. 


[F. No. A. II-12/2010-DA-4-Adm.I/MHA-PF.III ] 
H. K; SUANTHANG, Under Secy. 


chifteb, Tran Haim 

(ehtftcfc aftr fhvm) 

23 'Ri 2011 

^T.3TT. 1422.— 

Tff%rTT, 1973 (1974 «FT U 2) m 24 

3R-S?RT (8) OT TOt ¥1 ferfi TPThr ItT i, 

TPR fcrdl (^.3T.^4) £RT 

WTTfRcl HIRdl RT fsrfV OT T*flfRcT 

4f 'jrtIsfr ri srrfcrffa RiRdt ^ RiH<nl 

RR ^ fdtr sft RTfRRT, ^ 

cTfRT ^ 4f Rv^ft 1? l 

[m U 225/8/201 1-xnM-II] 

snifter rWt, Ph^I4> (=4-11) 

MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES 
AND PENSIONS 

(Department of Personnel and Training) 

New Delhi, the 23rd May, 2011 
S. 0.1422.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section ( 8) of Section 24 of the Code of Criminal 


Procedure, 1973 (Act No. 2 of 1974), the Central 
Government hereby appoints Shri Shailendra Samaiya, 
Advocate as Special Public Prosecutor for conducting the 
prosecution of the cases instituted by the Delhi Special 
Police Establishment (C.B.I.) in the State of Madhya 
Pradesh at Jabalpur as entrusted to him by the Central 
Bureau of Investigation in the trial courts and appeals/ 
revisions or other matters arising out of these cases in 
re visional or appellate courts established by law. 

[F. No. 225/8/2011-AVD-II] 

ASHOK K. K. MEENA, Director (V-II) 

23 ■Rf, 2011 

RR. 3TT.1423.—TO I^gra ftc# Mr 
■'jfeTRT^TFRT 3TfVfwT, 1973 (1974 RR 3Tfa1WI R. 2) 
m\ 24 Rfl RR-RKT (8) ^RT RRR TlfWRf RR RRiR 
Rr4 1 [TT fcR^R TRR -4' faTbl ’SfFRT WBT 

(Rfttenf) stct RTRTfRR rtt rtr^ 

5RT TffRT RRT RTt^fR -Ml4ldRY W cf«TT STR^T/ 

Tgtfm rt Trmeff ^ rt fafa sri TRifra sfMr 

^ 'RTRqY "4* 3RR yfsK^Tf3Tt* RR RRTeH 
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l, 2 #PRftf^rmzt. 3^ 

[TOT. 225/44/2009-1^-11 ] 

3WF^r -Rhm, Pi<^m> (cft-ii) 

New Delhi, the 23 rd May, 2011 

S. 0.1423.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
hj sub-section (8) of Section 24 of die Code of Criminal 
Procedure, 1973 (Act No. 2 of 1974), the Central 
G ivernment hereby appoints following Advocates as 
S| tecial Public Prosecutor for conducting the prosecution 
ol the cases instituted by the Delhi Special Police 
Ej tablisbment (C. B. I.) indie State of Mizoram as entrusted 
to them by the Central Bureau of Investigation in the trial 
cc urts and appeals/revisions or other matters arising out 
ol these cases in revisional or appellate courts established 
b) law. 

1. Shri R. Thangkanglova 2. Mrs. Dinari T. Azyu 

[F. No. 225/44/2009-AVD-II] 
ASHOIC K. K. MEENA, Director (V-II) 
^^#,24^,2011 

^ 3TT.1424.—^ sf^TT 
1973 (1974^3lft£m^ 2)^^24^^T-qRT(8) 
3FI TOT ^ 3 

ft # gfpra (^ta ^rt) $rt tmfMd 
*CT TStf TO $RT ^ "#^1 RTOT^f 

^ i 3tto faft* grci 3*Tffo?t arctefa ^rraroif 

^ TOff Tm #’ ^ *3^ 3RT ‘RTttftf V4 KrH 

^ 3 ^ for* l^rt^T ^ 

^ ^TTrft t :— 

1. TPTft ^TTC ^ 2 ^ 

3. at arcfNr Rp?ft 4. wfi 

[m U 225/10/201 l-T#gt-II] 


srsiftr *rfcn, Pi^t^ (^t-ii) 

New Delhi, the 24th May, 2011 

S. 0.1424.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (8) of Section 24 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, 1973 (Act No. 2 of 1974), the Central 
G< vemmcnt hereby appoints following Advocates as 
Sp icial Public Prosecutor for conducting the prosecution 
of the cases instituted by the Delhi Special Police 
Es ablishment (C. B. I.) in the State of Rajasthan at Jodhpur 
as intrusted to them by the Central Bureau of Investigation 
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in the trial courts and appeals/revisions or other matters 
arising out of these cases in revisional or appellate courts 
established by law. 

1. Shri Pramod Kumar Verma 

2. Shri L. D. Khatri 

3. Shri Ashok Joshi 

4 Shri Vinod Kumar Sharma. 

[F. No. 225/10/2011-AVD-II] 
ASHOK K. K. MEENA, Director (V-II) 
24 *<2011 

^>T. 3TC.1425.—tiwK ’W£RI 3FRR VfsMI 
tftm, 1973 (1974 3Tfaf*m U 2) ^ TO 24 ^ 
3^-URT (8) Wl TOT W] 3Rbl dftcddl'§ 

^ ^ $ ft^ft M«T '5fcR ™ 3T^rT 

**$) to to #' to 

tjt fafa T*7Tft?T "ttT Srafaffa 

3 ^T TO# ^ 3RT TO# TO ^5ffa 3Rrir*T 
TO 7 R mm# ^>T TRRR ^ f?TR f^'Rf^TRad 

1. 

2 7MRT4 
3. 3TR ^1^|41 

[m U 225/30/2010-T5M-II] 

stttNt ^ ifWn, fT^T3F (^t-II) 

New Delhi, the 24th May, 20 H 

S.O. 1425.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section ( 8) of section 24 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, 1973 (Act No. 2 of 1974), the Central 
Government hereby appoints following Advocates as 
Special Public Prosecutor for conducting the prosecution 
of the cases instituted by the Delhi Special Police 
Establishment (C. B. I.) in the State of Tamiteadu at Madurai 
as entrusted to them by the Central Bureau of Investigation 
in the trial courts and appeals/revisions or other matters 
arising out of these cases in revisional or appellate courts 
established by law. 

S/Shri 

1. M.K.P. Kannan 

2. V. Ramasamy 

3. R. Ponnuchamy 

[F. No. 225/30/2010-AVD-II] 
ASHOK K.K. MEENA, Director (V-II) 
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3f far#, 27 2011 

3TT.1426.—##3 3737R R3<^KI 3T3713 #3731 
RftcTl, 1973 (1974 371 3*fafw? 7T. 2) 37) 3RT 24 37t 
^3-3Rl (2) OT TO VlM 37T R#3 37 # w? 
7F3 3 #771TFPT3, 3T#3TT # 3737 773 ^7T3T#71 # ^T Fl I dq 
3 3TRHt-l(T^)/2009-'5^ # X^.7ft. 77. 27/2010 

# 3RTt^T'/^rft^rfl‘ 37*T3T 37M)#3/53#OT -MN I d# R 
^7T hihc^ # <S^JcT 37-3 hiH# 33 tr^KHn «t># 3 > Rh^ 

# 33# #. W 37l ##3 #37 37fa3M<=b 
Pl^cKl 37Tcft f 1 

[31 7T. 225/11/201 l-xr##-Il] 

37#37 #. #. #3T, fa#T37 (#-Il) 

New Delhi, the 27th May, 2011 

S. 0.1426.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section ( 8 ) of Section 24 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, 1973 (Act No. 2 of 1974), the Central 
Government hereby appoints Shri Pradip D. Gharat, 
Advocate as Special Public Prosecutor in S.C. No. 27/ 
2010 arising out of RC l/S/2009-Mum for conducting trial 
in the Court of Additional Sessions Judge, Alibag, District 
Raigad in the State of Maharashtra and appeals/revisions 
or other matters arising out of this cases in Appellate/ 
Revisional Courts. 

[F. No. 225/11/2011 -AVD-II] 
ASHOK K. K. MEENA, Director (V-II) 
3^far#, 30 Rt 2011 

«BT. 3TT.1427,—##3 77737R 
7*7133 srfafm, 1946 (1946 33 srfafwr # 25 ) 
# 3171 6 # 733 #33 3R1 5 37t R33R1 ( 1 ) £171 TO 

VlP+cl# 371 37# 37# gR3Nll 7R3 777337, #313 

37l faffa 1 #337, 2010 # 37f37J331 7T. 20/7/2010-3 
£17T TORT # UHldTslI T^TH, 

ffarlT-TMwd Wfa 7TfacTT, 1860 (1860 33 
37fafWT7T. 45) 37t 3RT 302 # 3##T MWlfrd ( 1) f#fa 
11-11-2008 37t T^.3#.3TT7. V. 381,3#7 5#7T 7&TH, 
facTt-TlldlMd W RTTcT# 3# TTfacTT, 1860 (1860 33 
##333 TT. 45) # 317T 376,511, 292, 506 331 34 # 
373# (2) faffa 18-9-2008 37t T^.3#.3TR. U 

248, 331 ^ii'sil 313 5 R™ #7T3, #Rn-373#3 3 3173# 
£S7Tf#Tl, 1860 (1860 371 ##WT R. 45 ) 37t 3171 323, 
506 331 34 # 3T3#f 3#J73 (3) fafl37 16-6-2008 # 
xn3.33f.3TR. 7T. 249, 371 331 Wf33 aPrelP^d 337713 # 
7733 3 31 37# 7R33T 33T7T, 331 W# 331 37lt 

■7333FR # 37^73 # faxi 3R 3T331 3# 3«3f # 3^3 
#7# 3R3 373713 3T 37371# 33 3|^ ^ u l 37# # fcHM, 


#^# Wl3 731331 # 713731* # #33# #7 8#Tf337R 
33 f373R 7R 3 # #73331 TF3 # 7T33 $ 377# t I 

[33. 71 228/63/2010-7#t#-II ] 
3T#37 #. #. #31, I ly i ch (#-II) 
New Delhi, the 30th May, 2011 

S.0.1427.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of section 5 read with Section 6 of the 
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 
of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of the 
State Government of Haryana, Home Department, vide 
Notification No. 20-7-2010-3HG-I dated 1st September, 
2010 , hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of the 
members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment to the 
whole of the State of Haryana for investigation of FIR No. 
3 81 dated 11-11 -2008 under section 302 of the Indian Penal 
Code, 1860 (Act No. 45 of 1860) registered at Samalkha 
Police Station, District Sonipat, (2) FIR No: 248 dated 
18-09-2008 under sections 376,511,292,506 and 34 of the 
Indian Penal Code, 1860 (Act No. 45 of 1860) registered at 
Ganaur Police Station, District Sonipat and (3) FIR No. 249 
dated 16-06-2008 under section 323, 506 and 34 of the 
Indian Penal Code, 1860 (Act No. 45 to 1860) registered at 
ChandniBagh Police Station District Panipat and attempt, 
abetment and conspiracy in relation to or in connection 
with the‘above mentioned offence and any other offence 
or offences, committed in course of the same transaction 
or arising out of the same facts. 

[F. No. 228/63/2010-AVD-II] 
ASHOK K.K. MEENA, Director (V-II) 

#tT 'R3TFRT 
(PdTik #mr fcnmr) 

3ff3crft, 20 R i, 2011 

33. 3TT.1428.—% (TOT X# 337# 
”3333) 737#, 1970/1980 # 73^ 3 # 7J3 (1) # 73*7 

3ferT 33737T71 373# (77337# 3TT 33# X 73 3737*3) 37f3f333, 
1970/1980 37l 3RT 9 37t 7333RT 3 (3f) 3^7 3 (37) 5RT TO 
#33# 37T 33T3 37# fjXT, ##3 TTT37R, ycl^SKI, # "577337 
3Tfdacrl<rllg 3## (^RT Wl : 24-06-1953), 37t 3337) ##33 
33 37f^53Hi # ## # cf# 3# 3>t 373# # f#7 3W31 
3T3# 37## 337, # # 3?# #, 3313 ^YFRrT ^37 # 'P#?T37 
TOT # 3#-37#T37 ^7-77737# 1TO37 #^3 3 ^HHlfHcl 
377# t I 

[3T. 7T. 9/14/2008-#37t-I] 
7T#7 ^RR 17F^T, fTOT37 
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MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 20th May, 2011 

S. 0.1428.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
b y sub-section 3(h) and (3-A) of Section 9 of The Banking 
Companies (Acquisition & Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3 of 
The Nationalised Banks (Management & Miscellaneous 
Frovisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government 
hereby re-nominates Shri Mushtaq Ataullah Antulay 
( DoB : 24-06-1953) as part-time non-official Director on 
the Board of Directors of Punjab National Bank, for a 
period of three years with effect from the date of 
notification of his appointment or until further orders, 
v whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 9/14/2008-BO-I] 
SAMIR K. SINHA, Director 
20 *4, 2011 

'3RT. 371.1429.—«4 (31^ 7*4 3l44 ^WI) 
74*7, 1970/1980 4 73^ 9(2) 4 ^ (73) 4 771*7 

t fcJcl, 3>T ^4-1 R3 3{d< u l) , 

1970/1980 4t«TT7r 9 3 C&) OT TOT 

^44 ][7r, 4$ffa *K4>H, TOfa 44 7$ M'iiqvi 

"3 4 qy-qj^ dciqiqi (fdf4 : 

28-03-1956),M44d4d <Jd4) ft^pFT 

«ft 4t fftf*7 7^ (fbr 4t 3*44 4 foR 37*7^1 

3PT4 ^l^il 33T, 41 *ft 4, fwqT ^4 4 4^ 4 
3 iViqjlRl'h M*l«b 4 i I Pm cl t t 

[*FT. 77. 6/55/2010-414-1] 

7T*ft7 oRTK fTFfT, 

New Delhi the 20th May, 2011 

S. 0.1429.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
ty sub-section 3(g) of Section 9 of the Banking 
(Companies (Acquisition & Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (b) of clause 9(2) of 
t le Nationalised Banks (Management & Miscellaneous 
I revisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government, 
after consultation with Reserve Bank of India, hereby 
nominates Shri Prakash Chandra Nalwaya (DoB : 
28-03-1956), as part-time non-official director under 
Chartered Accountant category on the Board of Vijaya 
I lank, for a period of three years with effect from the date 
c f notification of his appointment or until further orders, 
\ whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 6/55/2010-BO.-I] 
SAMIR K. SINHA, Director 


fq^l Hqitnq 
(4hMwnT) 

23 * 4 , 2011 

cFT. 37T.1430.—tNHfqcb 4fWdl^ (Wl 

4k 4ta) 4 srfator, 1948 4* m 2 4 (^) 4 

3FJ7RT1T 4, 4^ 7K=hK Rd^Kl 4*4 fantfl 4?FT, TITO 

4 9 *4, 2011 4 4 affirm WM 

qft^jcrR 4 q>d°4l 3>i mcn q><,A 4 fciu, 

TOft 11 

[77. 4. 4330/1/2006] 
3717. 4. ftfVdfeqi, 37ct7 7Tf4? («bT^d<) 

MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 

(C.P.V. Division) 

New Delhi, the 23rd May, 2011 

S.O.1430. —In pursuance of the clause (a) of the 
section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oaths 
andFees)Act, 1948(41 of 1948), the Central Government 
hereby authorize. Smt. Bimla Chauhan, Assistant in the 
Consulate General of India, Birmingham to perform the 
duties of Assistant Consular Officer with effect from 
9th May, 2011. 

[No. T. 4330/01/2006] 
R. K. PERINDI A, Under Secy. (Consular) 

TJ^HT 7*4 TOTT7JT m'sucim 
25*4, 2011 

W.37T.1431.—^441 (Wl) fWT, 1983 4 fw? 

3 4 77T*7 4371 37faf4l*7, 1952 (1952 37) 4t 

77T7T 3 4t Tq-mn (1) OT tot *fPmqT ^71 3FThT ^>4 m 

7M 4)fq»<rH «H] U M 44 4 TT^ff 4 Pi^Fw 4 7T44T 

■^4 4 37f^TT3ff 3T| 3Tfti9hH u l ^4 ^ 4^ ^K<+>K ftRpdftsid 

©qpKiql 4f cTrefTf^T 77 Tfhr 4 3*44 

4 Pm, 4 t 37*4 3tt 44 ciq> view 77TO7 Pi^«w 

: 

1. ^4 3777eT STcTHT 

Z ^4 3T=ftYI 4 t 

3. 4 f44 

4. 4 -?i4 

5 . 4 1717 . 4 . 
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6. 

3ft TFsffa 

7. 

3ft PlfisKrl 3Te^T 

8. 


9. 

3ft vn'41 cb’S’i 

10. 

^J5ft RTRR 

11. 

$ft 3F$R <MMd1 

12. 

#Rrt rft 

13. 

13ft RRRR 

14. 

5ft RR?R Rft?R 

15. 

3it itftir ■ttsh < =!oT 


[m 809/2/2010-^ (#)] 

srfarm ^trtc, (ta) 

MINISTRY OF INFORMATION AND 
BROADCASTING 

New Delhi, the 25th May, 2011 

S.O. 1431.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Cinematograph Act, 
1952 (37 of 1952) read with rule 3 of the Cinematograph 
(Certification) Rules, 1983 and in supersession of the earlier 
Notifications relating to appointment of members of the 
Central Board of Film Certification, the Central Government 
is pleased to appoint the following person as members of 
the said Board with immediate effect for a period of three 
years and until further orders : 


l. 

Ms. AmalAllana 

2. 

Ms. Anees Jung 

3. 

Shri Dipesh Mehta 

4. 

Shri Pankaj Sharma 

5. 

Shri M. K. Raina 

6. 

Shri Rajeev Masand 

7. 

Shri NikhilAlva 

8. 

Ms. Shubhra Gupta 

9. 

Shri Shaji Karun 

10. 

Ms. Mamang Dai 

1.1, 

Shri Anjum Rajabali 

12. 

Smt. Arundhati Nag 

13. 

Ms. Ira Bhasker 

14. 

Shri Pankaj Vohra 

15. 

Shri Hamath Chakraborty 


[ F. No. 809/2/2010-F(C)] 
AMITABH KUMAR, Director (Films) 


V5T&Z1 Tfi* 

^ fonl, 4 3T$cT, 2011 

W.3TT.1432—^cTfqfaoHI 3TMW7,1948 ( 1948 
16) ^ RKT 10 (2) ?R1 3T^rI VIHid41' 

fR, 4% 'HKok fafcnoni Ft MilHVf 

^RT ^ ^FT-I 4 fpq fglfad sfa 

^Rflt t, RTO: 


3 ^cT fafocHI 1948 (1948 16)^313^'^ 

RFT-I 3, 3TR WfT 93 ^ ^ WR 2 W 3 ^ 



RTCTTT :— 


"94 aanPl M^KN 



1. HSKI u ll RcTTR RcT FdRhcRl 

RSTf^IFTC 3jR WJT 


(i) RR ‘VT^T f4P*>cHi ^ilcl'+t 
(Rft tvn«> 14 R^, 2010 
3TRRI MVdlc^TOT R>t 

T^t) 


Rt.^t.T3(H. sMMfcl FTTUt 
-H6KM fRVR- 

(^R R^ST) M 
[R. ^.-12017/2/2004-^] 
stRrtt flrcrat, Trf^r 


MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE 
New Delhi, the 4th April, 2011 

S.O. 1432.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (2) of Section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 
of 1948), the Central Government, after consultation with 
the Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following 
amendments in Part-I of the Schedule to the said Act, 
namely:— 

2. In the existing entries of column 2 & 3 after Serial 
No. 93, in Part-I of the Schedule to the Dentists Act, 1948 
(16 of 1948) pertaining to Chhatrapati Shahu Ji Maharaj 
University, Kanpur, the following entries shall be inserted 
thereunder:— # 

“94 Chhatrapati Shahu Ji Maharaj University, 
Kanpur 

1. Maharana Pratap 

Dental College & Hospital 
Kanpur. 
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(i) Bachelor of Dental Surgery 
(if granted on or after 
14tl May, 2010) 


BDS, Chhatrapati 
Shahu Ji Maharaj 
University, Kanpur 
(Uttar Pradesh)” 

[No. V. 12017/2/2004-DE] 


ANITATRIPATHI, Under Secy. 


( ebWIIOl ) 

16^, 2011 

35T.31T.1433^—-MKdl4 3f73^ 3TfafWT, 1956 

(i<56 102) ^ m 11 (2) 

■jrqW 4% m*>K, hR^ ^ 

T RT Wi 7T^£ [q^qfqEnei^T 4> FTR nRq^H 

stMwt 3m ai^ert 3 Mlw sfh: Rrefm 
3RTt i?, mTd: :— 

2. 3m 3Fp4t 3 ‘HMdiyi^ Pdf+cHl 3 t£tt’ 
(2) ^ ^r4’ Rrf^] ^ 3Rpfa "3 
eHl^ ^T. Tn^t3TR RiRhc^H I fq^f'cjtllc'l V ’ ^F3rfd 
^ ^7%^^ [^^^m (3) 

# Nr ^ ^ffcntcT sffhH uRiRd 33 tM4ct yfafe 3K 
RfiRiRski 3kdq*>d tor ^ti^n :— 


3FI7 3TFF AfsRn 
! 4q<rK 3TR> TT^ft 


(sft ^mRw,i aiFjf^iR Tfmr, 

«b-MI4>Rld, cl Riel *11^ ■yW^TcT 

fei 7 # f^nfW ^ ^ 

dRhrHI^^ 4^4)3117 PqRhwi 
f^T^f^JTeRT, wRTcTTT^ ^RT 
WTCt,2011 3 3T ^ Wl 

3Tf t \$ RRhrWi 3T#cTT TORM 

■RHt^nt) r 

[71. ^ 12012/191/2005-T^ Oft.II)] 
3lRT7fT fdMIBt, 3137 7lf33 


(Department of Health and Family Welfare) 

* New Delhi, the 16th May, 2011 

S.0.1433.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
si b-section (2) of Section 11 of the Indian Medical 
C juncil Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, 
anter consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby, 
rrikes the following further amendments in the First Sched- 
ule to the said Act, namely :— 


2. In the said First Schedule against “The Tamil Nadu 
Dr. MGR Medical University, Tamil Nadu” under the heading 
‘ Recognized Medical Qualification’ [in column (2)] mid under 
the heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration” [in coloum (3)], 
the following shall be inserted, namely:— 


“ Bachelor of Medicine M.BJB.S. 

and Bachelor of Surgery (This shall be a recog¬ 

nized medical qualifica¬ 
tion when granted by 
the Tamil Nadu Dr. MGR 
Medical University, 
Tamil Nadu in respect of 
students trained at Sree 
Mookambika Institute of 
Medical Sciences, 
Kanyakumari, Tamil 
Nadu on or after 
February, 2011)” 

[No. U. 12012/191/2005-ME (P-H)3 
ANITA TRIPATHI, Under Secy. 

19^,2011 

3T.3TT. 1434.— <5 TRcfhR 1956 

(1956 3H102) 317T 11 (2) 3HT3J^TTTfaRlf 

3U TR?t ^ W^K,' ’HKdk ^ 

wraf ^ m ^ 

trs 3iWm im 3 aito ttttRh 

ilHci: :— 

"333 31^4) 4f * Hi-qdl 3JP71 r4f4>c*h 

^ (2) 4» *¥ Rrf^] ^ 3RPfa 

h ^t ■qRk 7 ^t7«t f^iB ^ 3rfh 

m 4)<=H7 °T ^ 7fRT<T [^7T^ ^ (3) 

Rlf^ ] ^ 3T?Ff?T 3 tRr TTf^rfe trer ^7T^ TT^RT «R»Re 

^ RiHfdRad :— 


3^FT AfeRtd 
3?l7 «N^I7 77^71 


( 4wii, 

qfeRST, 

^ Tiw ■£[ 
f^rRraiFRi, 

tom, 2010 ^ ^ ^ 3RH 

^ f4Rh6HI 3T^n T n 7 ^ 

■^TTQTft) l” 

[7T. \ 12012/216/2005-R^ (€Ii)] 
3TfTcn PtMIdl, 3137 
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New Delhi, the 19th May, 2011 

S.O.1434.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (2) of Section 11 of the Indian Medical 
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, 
after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby, 
makes the following further amendments^ in the First 
Schedule to the said Act, namely 

2. In the said First Schedule against “Baba 
Farid University of Health Science, Faridkot” under 
the heading ‘Recognized Medical Qualification’ [in 
column (2)] and under the heading ‘Abbreviation for 
Registration” [in coloum (3)], the following shall be 
inserted, namely:— 

(2) (3) 

“Bachelor of Medicine M.B.B.S. 

and Bachelor of Surgery (This shall be a recognized 

medical qualification 
when granted by Baba 
Farid University ofHealth 
Sciences, Faridkot, 
Punjab in respect of stu¬ 
dents trained at Adesh 
Institute of Medical Sci¬ 
ences, and Research, 
Bhatinda, Punjab on or 
after December, 2011)” 

[No.U. 12012/216/2005-ME (P-U)] 
ANITA TRIPATHI, Under Secy. 


$WRT HsnrHJ 

T i 20 2011 

■gJT.3TT.1435.—*U*k1 W (OTTf^T 3Tf*rHifWl 
1971 (1971 ^140) «TR1 3 
-gTTT TOT ^JT ^R '‘TO TTWT, 

TFTFT w gff sdVrfRRT tl RR.aa 1554, 

20 2003 rjt arfaRnrm rt# ^R, TR arfRSRm ^ ^ 

to. rr tof aik Rtff 1 r>r RR RRR? ^ ^ 

^JK rH Rt ^ ^ft ^ ( 1) 3Tfwft 

gft, ^ «TR3 TTTRTTT ^ TOlfRR 3TfRR>ffi R^ RR ^ WT^T 

srf^JTft t‘, ^R3 3Tf^fTOT ^ RRNrT ^ faR 
•srfagrrft fR*[RR RiTcff i 31R ^ 3RR ^ 

(2) ^ ^ ^ 3rfaRRtf Rft 

^ffqT3Tf ^ ^RT RRT RI 3^ 

thto arfaRnft RJt TOi RR afk 

3TfR#Tft R><N¥ Rrt TOH RjtRT, RTTO 


TTKOft 


ajfwff rjt rtr 

RRT RRT 

id ^ TOf 

3{f%|cwftcn Rft wiRfaTftRiR 

(0 

(2) 

eft RH 3q ROTRRT, 

tM, 3 famg 

R5 



y VtH4fH4T faRTO#! THt 

fa^faffa^TTRl, 

T«tH 1 

^TS-834 002 



[fa. TT. 3(8)/2003-RTOW^I^ i ^LJ 


RR. TTR, ftT^FRT 


* MINISTRY OF STEEL 
New Delhi, the 20th May, 2011 

S.O. 1435—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by Section 3 of the Public Premises (Evection of 
Unauthorised Occupants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971) and in 
supersession of the Notification of the Government of 
India, Ministry of Steel number S.O. 1554 dated the 
20th May, 2003, except as respects things done or omitted 
to be done before such supersession, the Central 
Government hereby appoints the officer mentioned in 

* column (1) of the Table below, being an officer equivalent 
to the rank of a Gazetted Officer of Government of India, 
to be Estate Officerfor the purposes of the said Act, who 
shall exercise the powers conferred, and perform the 
duties imposed, on Estate Officer by or under the said 
Act, within the local limits of his jurisdiction in respect 
of the public premises specified in column (2) of the said 
Table. 


TABLE 


Address and Designation 
of the Officer 

Categories of the Public 
Premises and local limits 
ofjurisdiction 

(1) . 

(2) 

ShriS.Pandey, Deputy 
General Manager, 

(Town Administration 
and Construction 
Department), 

Mecon Ltd., Ranchi, 
Jharkhand -834002 

All Premises belonging 
to and under the 
administrative control of 
MECON Ltd, at Ranchi, 
Jharkhand. 

[F.No. 3(8)/20Q3-HSM/IDW] 
M.K.ROY, Director 


1730 GI/ 11—2 
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3T3^, TTra 44 fad*U| 3d l d^ 

( dM'MlcWI UmA fgWT ) 

28 sdft, 2011 

■3tT. 3TT.1436.—3rkkl 3T33T 33, krfed 3lf3334 &ET ^4 33J3 444 3T f33TT3R} ^ 3731^3^ TT3WT3 
442 4* qf^KI nTs<rl (44 4 3^ 3TFf?fd 44f) 3TC alk ’EFT 3H3> 3rfqfwr, 1976 ( 1976 33 60) W 3TE 3?k 3T3 3133? 
(4pff 33 3133^3) f333, 1987 4 4 313*53 t 3T^^‘ 

wfcn T#n 3flr M^ft 3ktaf44 4 43 t 3*33 3E3T t4tt; 

m: 3T3 3^43 TTC3?R, T^d 3Tf4f333 3?t 3RT 36 3ft ^3-3T3 (7) 4T33-3T3 (8) OT 333 ?T p3d4 33 334 3?4 
14 WIU 4^T t^TT- 10/274, ^>-9-^,1^^, ^Rl^l^fl-211002 OT faldftd ^3 331% (33T4dT34 II) 

^le <k«cr<jd |' * *j<g?ll 4 3T3?3? 7J33 3%3 3T*33#RT TTlrR ^WT (ckddlH ZT^3) 4 3k d 3?T, f433r 3k 33 313 

3433” t (f44 ^r4* 534 3kd 3 ?ft 33i i) 4k f44 apprfcd ta anj t^t ^7/09/1 0/149 3H^<IV i d fen to 

t, a^nki HHl u m ^4 3E<ft i; 

^33 t# 5^T 43? f4f?d 43 1M 3?T MR 4d 3TT3fTcT aiWdlfdd 4kl3 ^WFT (^dddlH ZF|3) t I ^33ft 3Tf33?33 

$wn 30 fcr.Tn. t ark ^icih $1331 100 tjt. t 1 3c3T33 himhm arcnrd (3) 2 m i 1 43 ? stt^r 1 f 4 33 d dd 

■5rfd?TcT ^ehmicHcb ^rrfTcT 3TT«k^R 3313 t I 1TTOT ^T3fe (4d f 4t) 3^4 3f<U|IR <Wl4d 3?TdT t 1 333T33 230 

4fcr ark 50 Udiiddl 3 ^ 14^331331334333141 




// 7 ^ 
// / 




o>V 

7/i'frf 


an^fk-2 33333 4 4kd 3?j uHdo 3T33T3 

F3?d 3ft dkt 4 Fk^T 4 4 til(ei*i 3I3T Fl^ld 3TT '41 Id J I 3^t 3ndt f I Hkd 3^ *ftd*K 3Rk ^ *3333 3H ^3T W3t 

qk[liqo& 5|«H^IH "33433 ‘k3T 331 4 I 

aM3>< u l 4 3>fd4?H 3^ TcrlM. dlSi) 3^3 ^ I 33T 3^3 3^ 43rk 3r T^/41' 3 tT 4/33T 314 4 "fe3 fki’d 

4t 1^3T 33T 4 I 

3^T ^kkl *TC3iR 33d 3Tfnf333 3f| tfTTT 36 3ft 33-3RI (12) W\ 33tT Vlfdd^T 3H 33kT 3^ 3F ^31 T^l t 
%J3d kkd ^ 3T^3k3 ^ W 33P333 ^ afcpfd ^41 fa fa Mid I ^RT ^4t fk^fd, fefT^l ^ 3T^3R 4k l4t TTT3Tft 4 fksk 
^3c ar^ktkd 33 faPwH f3>3T 3314; PqPllHa ^4t ^J^TT # 44 a 43T, 33T«kn 3Tk 3)'r43Tdd ^ dkn ^33?33 3l #1 

tan. 4 50 fk.m 33?^ 44 f" 3H ^ 100 4 50,000 33?^ faf 4 ^im vimhh akRid (tt 3) 100 4r.m 3i 

OTl 3433? ^ * 4 ^’ 3H ^ 1^ 5000 4 50,000 33? 3?t 4d 4* TTT3T33 313313 3T33d (3^) Tfta 50 %. 3T. 33? 3^ 3Tf333T3 
OTn3T4 4* afk 4, 4 H 313 1x10 *, 2x10 *, aftr 5x10 *, ^ #, 41 33I?33? 3T ' ^u i lcMdr T^nf3? 31 4~ 33^34* I 

[33. 4. ^^3Ti-21( 110)/20l 0] 
4r. tt^. 4%r, f%i3?, tkta? 3N tan 


..h.MK«a« n>4«* 


«PMfipi4 *«IH •»•*-»■ 
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MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

New Delhi, the 28th April, 2011 

S.O.1436.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures 
(Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to 
render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of High Accuracy (Accuracy class-II) of Series “AWT’ and with brand 
name “ASIAN” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Advance Weighing Technology, S-10/ 
274, F-9-A, Hukul Ganj, Varanasi-221002 (UP) which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/149; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Tibletop type) with a 
maximum capacity of 30kg and minimum capacity of 1 OOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare device with 
a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The light emitting diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The 
instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure 1—Model 



Figure-2 Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model 

Sealing is done by passing the sealing wire from the body of the scale through holes. A typical schematic diagram 
of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instruments of 
similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50kg and with number of verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50000 for ‘e’ value of 1 mg to 50mg and with number of verification scale interval(n) 
in the range of5000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg or more and with V value of lx 10 k , 2 xl0 k or5xl0 k , k being the positive 
or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, 
design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(110)/2010] 

B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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’atefa mm to, Mm Tsnrfaroft to ^ Mi m Mr m* mm tot i 

'mMi%M anffa ^‘) w asfk to vm aiMrro, 1976 (1976 to 60) totto sfo to 
TO 3FpM) fm, 1987 ^TOTOf ^ ST^TO t sfo W TO ^ TTTORT $ TOTTO 3 Mt 

wfor TOiq #nr 3 fr fftH ^f to^to M tot tott t^tt; 

3T?T:, 3m, 4H«bk, 3TO 3fMTTO^>t TOT 36 ^tTO-TO (7) 3^TO-TO (8) TOTOT VlfaTOtTO TOW TO^ 

t^n troitaM, w-io/274, to-9-t*, to, qKiMkfl -22 1002 to MiMTOmTORfm (tmr*fmM 
in) M ^ sttof ttM srtotM stow (MM 7t^) tffs*r to, ife to to 

M ^R^t <tWf w^ ^ Tfr^T TOT TOT t) 3fk M M TO$ TO *$709/10/150 : TO^ftl?T Ml TOT 

t, 33$TO OTTO TOft TOTt i; 

TOcT ’EjtfSTjT "TOT i^K ^T *hK T^crT 3i|t|Rci 3FFWTfcTcT cita’i TTTOTTJT (*<^£m»i 4 <ii$H) ^ I 

TOm looo Mm i aJk^TO TOm 2 Mm $ 1 totto toto toto ( 3 ) 100 tit. 1 1 w^f tot $ Mro 

TO "STfiTO TOTOTTOW qifm 3JTO t I TORT (TOT^^) TOf MflW Wfllfl TORfft iTOTOt^T 230 

■sfe sfa 50 yWWcff TO Mjc! 3TTO TO TO*f TOcTT i I 

37TfTf?M TlfScT 



^|^fd-2 TOTO 0 ! ^ Hf-Stf TO TftfTOT "5TOTO 

<$ *tf$ ^ 3 Mm TOT tTOTrl TO MM mt TOft t I TOcT TOl Ul*W TO^ ^TOTO TO TO TOTt 

TflTOTTO TOdroMr *WI i I 3 ^fdslVH ^ %TT TOfi ^ I TOTt ^T#TO <1+ ^ ^ M R/H 

TO^TOTO fro ^ Mr TOT t I 

a^^^TOTOTTO^aqMTTOT^ TO 36 To-TO (12) TO TO^T TOf^RTTOf TO TOt 7 ! TO^ TO TO^WTT TOclt t 

% 3TO ■*#«« ^ ^ w tortto ^ 3rofrT M MmfaT to M Mfc, ^ 3R$m sftr TOft tM\ ^ iro^ 

*3TO to fairofa fror tot t, 3^1 ^srro^ ^ i\ M, tott^tt atfR ^i4m<nw ’tflror *^4 k«i ^ #t 

^ 5 m 3lM» ^ u i n TOT ^ M 500 3 10,000 TO ^ ^T $TTOTTO *119TO 3TTORT (TO) 50 -ft*. W. ^ 5000 

M m TOT^ 3TfTOm*T TOn M t afk M < w TO lxio % , 2x10 *, 3lk 5x10 ^ t, # TOIW4* ^ STUTTfTO) T 7 ^ ^ 

■?pT ^ TOfJTO t I 

[TO. U ^iTO“21 (110)/2010] 
®(t. TO- ^f^Trf, Pl^l«h, TO f^TO 


II a|*il S*tM>« 








[*miI-T3FS 3(H)] 
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New Delhi, the 28th April, 2011 

S O. 1437.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it b y^P r ^ rlb ^ 

(Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained 
render accurate service under varied conditions, 

S-10/274 F-9-A HukulGanj,Varanasi-221OO2(UP)whichis0ssignedtheapprovalmarkIND/O9/lO/15O, 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing ^£ 

^ indicates ,he we,ghingresuit The 

instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50Hertz alternative current power supply. 


» 



i 

I 

Figure-2 Schematic diagranj of sealing provision of the model 
been provided in A/D card/mother board to disable access to external calibrate . 


scale interval (n) in die range of500 up to 10,000 for ‘e’ ' ,a |l’^° t _^® n ^ r ^^^'^| 1 g 1 S 3 m g^ 1 '^ l ufacturer'in accordance w ith 

-h,cK.=.id Mo.,. ^ ™'^; i “ o ^ [(iol 

B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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28 2011 

^51 *3 "T?A™ 3,f ^ 1976 (1976 60) *n W sk HN w 

. 1987 ^ ^ 3T 3^ q ^ w *famT t fe ^nnwc 9% # sfeti 3 ^ 

_ i J m: ‘ * m 36 *> ™- m (7) ^ ( 8) s™nr*fefe=Ft*fe 

I^rcra ^jr^mro, Rrart to, h*3 hM k to, *m^sRT-3645 i 5 m fef¥% ifefera tojt n*fa * 

■st/09/10/347 m&m vmnm t, wi-^ ^?ft t ; 

^ Ti| ^ ’ 3 ^ ***** ^ t fenft ^rar s fe.nr. t I 


®n«t>fa-I ^Tf^T 



Sealing Arrangement 



3TT^TfcT-2 


TO 36 q»n-«TO (12) OT wfeTOTTOftt 

in kM-i tawtftftfei3#*pi<m*^ ft feu,wfe 3fk k <im ^frt *W *tt 
1 fern, 2 fe.ui., 10 fern, 20 fern, 25 fern, 30 fern, 4r 50 fern, trt nfr tpnmf ! 

[m ■R^^TTq-21(225)/2010] 
^ ^T. ^m, Ph^I 4), fafw^TN f^TB 
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New Delhi, the 28th April, 2011 

S.O. 1438—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures 
(Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to 
render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of Mechanical Counter Machine 
with analogue indication with brand name “ULTRA” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by 
M/s. Ultra Electronics, Shivaji Nagar, Near Patel Wadi, Savarkundla-364515, Gujarat and which is assigned the approval 
mark IND/09/10/347; 

The said model is a Principle of Moments based Mechanical Counter Machine with a maximum capacity of 5kg. 
The indication is of analogue type. 

Figure 1—Mpdel 


i \ 


^ A. 


A 

_ 

£22£V. 




4 


CD 


v S#»lln* Arrangement 



Figure-2 Schematic diagram ofthe sealing arrangement 

-section (12) of Section 36 ofthe said Act, the Central Government 
model phall also cover the weighing instruments of similar make, 
1 kg, 2kjg, 1 Okg, 20kg, 25kg, 30kg, & 50kg manufactured by the 
design and with the same materials with which, the said approved 

model has been manufactured. 


Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub 
hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said 
accuracy and performance of same series with capacities 
same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, 


[F. No. WM-21 (225)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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3R.3R. 1439.—<H<^K ^T, fafefl RTfTORt T^R SRI ^TRl rTsM ST^Rl^T TO*T-TO 1PI ^ 

ft fR1 ^ RTmT^RIT RTRTTO ^ TO t % 33tT HI5d (rH ^ R^ 3j|^fd ^gf) W A RTR 

frarfafaRR, 1976 (1976 ^T60) WTW RTTO (RT5#' RTT ^R^-T) fWT, 1987 ^ 31^ t 

R>t 7TRTTO t % WlldK RRtR 3TRfR R *ft 3RR HT-Sd TO*ftlT TOR Tt#RT 3?k fafRH HRfUjMT 4 3M^W TOR 
fT T^HT; 

3RT:, 3m, TORT, TOT STfafTOT Rft TO 36 ^ ^T-TO (3) afft 3R-RRT (7) aflT TO-RRT (8) # #Rt 
[^ TOT *if<Ki*iT RR TOR ^TRf f^fTOTR fTO TO Rfel RT. %., f|R T^f^RT '<!fa$iU, 

5T3TFT, mt^TTO 5RT faPlftfl TO*faT R*f 1.5 *TT# 5T$£RR ifa tfo fm% TO RR TO ,4 f%E M i (fa# ^ST# 

T ^T TO t) 3?lT fa# TOT # #U# ^tf^TO tfTO %., 404, ¥W TO^^R, 8, *T*rf #5 TO^ft, 

JT-12 TO Rm u l)d fa>RT TO 1? 3rfk fa# 3p$RfcT faf ar^ TO ^/09/10/523 W^facT %RT TO t, 3RptTO TO®m nSTRV 

H ; 

TOT RT51T TO> farRfel i? #1 yi<t>Ri<+> cTTeT ^IRimh ^R, Wd 3Rfa RTt TO^ RF# # R#R fa>RT 


■ i i 'qpft # arfafror arm W # *te f 
i I RT5TR R# fTOT TOR i* : 


r^#3r 

(TOVTO) 


w 


R7t fa#RTO WT cTTTO RirTOPT # faR %RT 


H 

W 




(^it) 


(^) 




-^4TO^^-^4Tt 

6 

40 

0.5/1.5 

\2 

-^4TO/^^"^4R 

6 

25 

0.5/1.5 

12 

-’sft4TO / ^ ^ -^4"^ 

6 

16 

0.5/1.5 

12 

-■^2 ^TO^te^-'^rte ^5"^ 

4 

25 

0.5/1.5 

12 


4 

16 

0.5/1.5 

12 


2.5 

16 

0.5/1.5 

L2 



~ "h~ _^' -. 




\\4 • )j j 


(R<W ^ 3TTOIT cBt ^W.lei °FT^ TFR1 <f4W{ Rf ^ ^ TOf ^ FTOR <h!Rim ^ ^STRTt t I ^ tfllci 1 ! 
^ ^ ^ ^ f i fro #5-i?T5 fro; opt #rrr ^n toctt i Rfe^r ^n ulcWs 

^T TO TO^ R^FTTO 5TTOR <sh0«k 1 fTO TO ^ I 


[TOR. 55^TO-21(2S6)/2010] 
^t. TO f5r^,t¥^TOftrIH 
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New Delhi, the 28th April, 2011 

S.Q. 1439.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, along with the Model approval certificate issued by the NM1 Netherlands is satisfied that die model described in 
the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of fee Standards of Weightoand Measures 
Act 1976 (60 of 1976) and fee Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model 
is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by fee third proviso to sub section (3) and sub-sectioas (7) and 
(8) of Section 36 of the saidAct,the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of model 
of Diaphragm Gas Meter of accuracy class 1.5 and of brand ‘CHIN V (hereinafter referred to as the model), manufactured 
by M/s. Zhejiang Chint Instrument & Meter Co. Ltd. Bridge Industrial Zone, Wenzhou, Zhejiang, Cham and malted 
in India without any alteration before or after sale by M/s. Confidence Petroleum India Ltd., 404, SatyaraApts, 8, 
Wardha Road, Dhantoli, NagpUr-12 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/523; 

The said model is a Gas Meter used for measuring the flow of rate of natural gas, Liquefied Petroleum 
Gas etc. The meter has been specifically design for pipe line operation as per the specification for meter for liquids other 
than water. The characteristics of the model are as follows: 


Model 

Qnax 

(m 3 /h) 

Qmin 

(dm’/h) 

Pmax 

(bar) 

v 

(dm 5 ) 

ZT-G4S/ZT-G4A 

6 

40 

0.5/1.5 

12 

ZT-G4SOT-G4A 

6 

25 

0.5/1.5 

12 

ZW34S/ZT-G4A 

6 

16 

0.5/1.5 

12 

ZM32,5SYZr-G2,5A 

4 

25 

0.5/15 

12 

11 

ZM32,5SOT-G2,5A 

4 

16 

0.5/1.5 

lx 

ZT-G1,6S/ZT-G 1,6A 

2^ 

16 

0.5/1.5 

lx 





Sealing is done by fixing the two numberson to the holes in register when installingthecoverontotheregkter 
The two sealing caps on the screws in order to protect tampering. The seal cannot be opened unless tampered. A typ 
schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

[F. No. WM-21(256)/2010] 


B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 


1730GI/11—3 
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^ fTOrft, 28 2011 

W ^ 14 40< ~~ e *^ WchK ^rtoKT to ^ Mi. to tor ^ to^to rrwr to f fo 

w M 23 ^f%TO 1976 (1976 ^160) TOTOrsftrRTORTO 

(R^TOST-JR^f) fWT, 1987 ^ TOltf ^ t 4 t IR TO RF?t RRTTOT # % RTOR TOP? R7t TOTfa 3 *ft ZRR RJTO 
^«f?TT «RT^ R^RT Mr~i RfrfTRfRRf TOR T^RT; 

^ ^j^ TO*K,TOT STfqfWT eft TO 36 Rto-TO (7) 3Tto-TO (8) TO TOR*|faraf TO toto 

IR, RRtf feta 2420 - 2422 , toro* to-iv,^ to to uto -122002 (tomO TO foftorZTO Wfa 

(TO*fato u) to‘‘TO&l M »f©RTTO TJTOf RfecT TOTOTftrRT RfarR ZTORR (^TOZR ZT?R) e£ RTTO TO, fto£ TO 

RRRtofa to” t (M toto RTTO^TORTgR WTO#) alk to ST^tof^ to Rto/09/10/339 RR^to 
tor TO t, S^hIvi RRRT-TO TO tot f I 

TOT HlStf TO fq<jid to 3JTOT TO RR to STTRTfRT 3RRR#R TOR ZRTORT (tTOZR ZT^f) f I fTOt arfaroTR 
100 m t I RcTOR R1RRR toTR (f) 2mt itoTOto^TOtottoTOTO- 
^f to ^ <rnicH°h lifter antoepR 3?RTR t I TOT7T ZetofT TOfe (TO | ^t) TOf cfPoTO tollH BM^Id TORT t I ZRTOR 
230 TOZ to 50 TOTOff TO top* TOTR RT TO?f TORT t I 


Pi-1 Hl'Sd 



3TO%-2 RTTO R7| Rffro TOR TO to*HH4 TOTOTR 

■fe^ 3 ^ qi«l 4 3 toto TOT tTOTR TO fetto RT RtfTOT rR tot t I RteT ^ "TO ^ ^ fgrto Ri to "to to 
3 #fro TOR iTOTcT TO Rttotor trt t | "TOR TO TOTO TOT ^RRRR TO TOtot TORTO 

' STRRTR totTO fro TO f I 

TOTO^T Tf TOR ^Rn^N TOT Rfxj ^ft t I TOTt ^fTOTO TO ^ ^ fTTQ[ T3/^T feq 

TRR RtfTOTOt I 

flfc < *-sfl q wchi < TOT ^MtoT ^ TOT 36 ^ TO TO (12) TO KR Rfroff ^T TOR TO?T TO Rtw t 
^ ^ Tr ^ ^ ^ ^ 3EFtcT TOT MdMidT TO TOt fR^KT, tTOfR ^ 3^TTR TOt RTRlft R fRR^ 

F^T P^d ^k<ri TO f^R#T fTOT TO t, fqPlfHd Z# jf^RTT ^ ^ # ^RT, TO^IcTT 4 t TOfTOR ^ cfe ZTORR Rt ^ 
1 iR.m ^ 50 fam TO ^ “I" -TO ^ tRR 100 ^ 100,000 TO ^ ^T W RcTOR TORTR 3RRTR (RR) 3?k 100 to. RT 
RT^3lfTO^ ^ RR^%R 5000 ^ 100,000 TO RNHM 3RRRT (RR) R%R50 %. RT. TO cfr[ SlfTOTO 

*TOT t M <” RR 1x10 *, 2x10 *, 4 t 5x 10 *, ^ t, TOrTO RT 'TOTTeTO T piffiB' RT ‘?J* : R t I 

[TO. U TO^RR-21(213)/2010] 
Rt. TO* f^rfTO> him tq^M 

! 

i 

s 

I 



-h «m*mfmm>mmt. •**. <i«WM4 ***** **«. H |ll HH |P H ii p ill»4N mu**- 4»m.mhhNMh. 4« •. • -UU HTO—Wiii. .. 
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New Delhi, the 28th April, 2011 

S O 1440.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority 
is satisfied" that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformityr with the provision of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and M e ^ res ( A PP r0 ™ 10 
Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to 

accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now therefore in exercise of the powers conferred by pub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the sat ct, t e 

Central Government he’reby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of thC i r o f s l f ic 7"L a E r 0 lTwUh e bra'nd 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of High Accuracy (Accuracy class-11) of Series LET and wrthibrand 

a “Sr (hereafter rcferfed to as the said model), manufactured by ^ 

Phase-IV, DLF City, Gurgaon-122002 (Haiyana) and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/339, 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing insnument (Table 

instrument operates on 230 Volts, SOHertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure 1—Model 




Figure-2 Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model 

to disable access to external calibration. r . ntra | 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by 

Government hereby declares that this certificate of approva oft e s ®' 0 Q d jth verification scale interval 

similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with mapctmum capac^y upto^SOk^an^witn veratc^^ of 5000 to 

(n) in the range of 100 to 100,000 for ‘e valueof I mg to k 5xlo i k i sap o S jtive or negative whole number 

^ «* Wl MU h» b« ■ [p No 1)am 

B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^ 5TO TKgff ftte HT t^R ^ ^ ^WWH ttiwtft 

ON *nf aiffir*tf) TO3kHRuro zMm, \m (1976 m 

1987 * yrfxr ^ aqw » a(k ynw ^ wrt i % wnrnm^i tjft swfr * 4> 

wmr^Ta»ir 

, ,^ ****' ^ ^ * TO 36 ^39-TO (7)3k^-OT(8)OT^7I^'^OTtn^ 

3TO %3fcr$.j)[W fri, 242 0-2422, ^ ^-IV,^T^n^>ft^,^CTq-122002 ( stowt ) gRT f<lMa wfrfl 

(■wNdi ^f HD ^ “'H^'fl’’ "prat * 3^ ^p=t *ffct sRJTenftra (^suf apj) ^i, ftra^ ws 

TOa ftr y (M T^f 17# Tfe^l -rm t) afa 3I3ite fij$ amf ip tf/09/10/340 ^TR3^RT 

W7i *rar t, srptfro stot-to toA i ; 

i^ rftf» r %sr tr!r ti >m sirate 3rcaHifa<t titeR ( ^d»M4 gi$<o % \ siflrow 

WCT 2 eo%.mt 3 ^^raTi^Rn l fen.liwHWRJiro (f) 50mt 

r! ra ? W,f, !IT r "** 3 "^ [m ^ 11 wwr «"»« OW i *) w»f mm «snt 1 ^rd, 23 o 
w to 50 ^f-wranfl m faro kft m to* tott $ i 

3TTf>f?M *TfeH 



3TI^fcT-2 Hi5<n ^ Tftf^FT eFT #3RT^ ^Kimm 

■sixain '3V$<W fTO TO t I 

^ TUT ^' m ^ to^^# i*nt 
fere *ft fro to t 1 

^ ^ TO 36 ^ TH-m (12) TO TOT ?TfTO?f TO^T TOtfH, TO ^TOl ^ f 

^ ^1^'iRn hTs« *1 fentui fenrari feftw ^ ^i -qsjisfer aifc ^nfqim ^ Tftm WOT 1ft On 

# 5 m vRri 500 ^ io^)oq ^mHn afro (t^) ^rtfen 50 -for. m ^ 5 /)oo 

^^w^8fftPFOT^^t 3 ^“f"- I rpTixio*,2xio* 3^5x10* 

[TO^.T^T?I-21(213)/2010] 
^t. TO ^%T, t^TO, ftrtor TO t^TPT 




“P* • ,+ "'MW •• •»-HH^*f-- ^I I P I WP I.111 4*-fc« •» ■ .^iniK ... . 
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New Delhi, the 28th April, 2011 

S.O. 1441—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1970 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures 
(Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to 
render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of Series “LEP” and with brand 
name “LEION” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s.Leion Engineering, 2420-2422 DLF 
Phase-IV, DLF City, Gurgaon-122002 (Haryana) and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/340; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with a 
maximum capacity of200kg and minimum capacity of 1kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 50g. It has a tare device with 
a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The 
instrument operates on 230 Volts, SOHertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure 1—Model 


pUU' 

Ml / • ' 



(lnrijr^lMr tif ihn 3t-plp Vows’* '•’H-'* •'*!**• 


Figure-2 Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model 

Sealing is done on the display by passing sealing wire from the body of the display. The seal is connected by 
whole in base plate & top cover of display, than seal wire is passed through these two holes attached with seal. A typical 
schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given pbove. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instruments of 
similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50kg and upto 5000kg with verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for V value of 5g or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 * 10 k , 2 * 10 k or 5 ><10 k , k is a 
positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same 
principle, design and with the same materials with whrch,the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(213)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^ST.aJT. 1442.—'RTOR faftcT RlfTORtTO - ^ RT RR^ TORR^t TO 

TOT 3 ^f®RT RfeR Rt ^ 3TTf>fcT ^f) RT2 sk^TR RTTO 3rft*Pm, 1976 (1976 R>T 60 ) TO TO 3k RTR RTTO 
RTT 3FJ*ter) fTOT, 1987 ^ TOTOf ^ 3FpT $ 3k WTO ^ TOTO t fa d J IMR 3PTPl ^ 3F*fa 3 TOT RTS?T 
■^T^TT^fcn TO^ 'RklT ak fa*FT hRI^Po^T '3M^<W RTO RRfiT T^TT; 

m: t 3R, WttK, TOT STfafaTR TO 36 7T-TO (7) 3k7?-TO ( 8 ) 5KT RW ^ R#T RR?fr 

faSlfo,3Tfe*n, ^~222,TO^^R, %TOI,-RHtjR, TO, (TOK?0 TO Wife TOR W«fa (wfcTT^f-III) 
°ii<^ M ^ns«<r^ : n^ M *j<a<rii Ri’ 3fa^r> <rit%n 3R^^lfRcT tita'i 3H c h< u l (k^RT) R> hT-sci R>T, P*ufa R>T RTR 
44 PrT3il£q> M- $‘ (fa^ TpFk §R<t> W^Tc^^TOT RT^nFf cfc'SIRRT ^) 3k fafl 3 ^h1vi 3TI^ T 37 T 'SY/09/10/177 RRjk^T faRT RRT 

t, 313 *ktf WI-^I W% tot* % I 

TOT RfeeT TO fq^cl kf TOR RR RR kf 3TOfRT 3Rq^lfatT kR 3H^i<' J l ( ^P+^PlRi <4flR) t I WR^ 3lfTOcTR 
TOTT 50 7T 3k STRcIT 100 fa.RT. t I WTOT MIMMH 3RTM (f) 5 fa.TTT. t I TO *jfal t faTOT ?TcT 


sfamT 6TOHHlcTO RlftcT aqr^T^B RRTR t I TORI 3 cR 4<* TOte (TO ^ ^t) <kR RfRRfR TOtf^RT W £ I 3TORJT 
230 3#k 50 ^T yoqiqcil TO t^cT TOR R* R>Rf TOTT ^ I 



3TT^%-2 Rf^T ^ ^IfdM ^T SI^UIH 


^S^cR ^ 7R3/^«F ^ cien ^1<+5i< ^ ^ t^r TTTT ^ TTtf^R WQl Pi«M<n «1fwi "TOt t I Hl^ei 

| Uld4< ^ ^T T^T #SffT^£ ’STOFT f^TT TO t I 

3k 4U+K tot atfqfror ^ to 36 ^>t tt-to (12) to ^t Tmtn f^, ^ ^r# t 

I I^T <T=RT hT'S^tI ^ 3i^nlS'1 ^ TR wi- 1 ?? ^ 3T?Ff?T fapinfoi SKI 3 <h 1 Ri«Sld, ^ 3T^R sk 3^ 'HIIhjD I^RT^ 

TOT 3| jnlRd 'RTSeT fa Pi I fTOI TO RtPlfnci ^ft ^ ^ TO«fdT 3k ^T4TOR ^ tT^FT TTFTO *ft ^ 

5 wm 3rfro ^ "i” RH ^ I^TtT 500 ^ 10,000 TO ^ TOFR HIM MR 3FRTFT (T^) T#cT 5 7T ^ 200 7T TO 
3rfTOcTR TOn ^ f 3k 44 ^ M "RR 1x10 *, 2x10 *, «k 5x10 * ^ f, ^ TOrTO 'RT WTTcTO '^ T Tf^ RT *pi ^ 
t I 

I [R5T.UTO^RR-21(118)/2010] 

T^R. ^H^TcT, fR^TO, kpRi RR f^TH 


•»•■* •■“•'*«Hi-*«!*•• ‘ .l|«U;li|W,»(<(Wi ll ..•*». 
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New Delhi, the 28th April, 2011 

S.0.1442.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of 
Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Electronic Weighbridge) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of Series “LWI” and 
with brand name “LEOTECH” (hereinafter referred to as the sajd model), manufactured by M/s. Leotech Weigh India 
T-222, Pal lay Puram Phase-II, Modipuram Meerut (UP) and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/177. 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Electronic Weighbridge) 
with a maximum capacity of 50 tonne and minimum capacity of 100 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 kg. It has a tare 
device with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The LEb Display indicates the weighing results. The instrument 
operates on 230 Volts or 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 



Fig.-3 Sealing provision of the indicator of the model 

Sealing is done by passing the sealing wire from the right/back side of the indicator through holes on the rear side 
of the indicator. A typical schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instruments of 
similar make accuracy and performance of same series with makimum capacity above 50 tonne and up to 200 tonne with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ Value of 5g or above and with ‘e’ value of 1 x 10 2 * 10 or 
5 xlO k where k is a positive or negative whole number or eqpal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(118)/2010] 

B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^JT.3IT. 1443.—=h^lq TOT, fafFR RTfaTOTTO OT RTO tTRT^ RT fTORR rTO TO RYTOR^ TRTTOR TO RRT 1 ? fTO 

^ PTOi TO TO$RT TOfeeT (TOTO TO R^ 3TTf7fcT TO#*) TOR TOt TOR TORTO srfafRRR, 1976 (1976 TOT 60) rT^fT TOR 37k TOR TORTO 
r^cfl tot 3-ffTOrr) tTRn, 1987 TO tff TO totter ■§■ sftr f7 T tor TOt i? 1 % rfftrk rTOr TOt suffer "41 ttrr nTsd 

TTOn RRHT TTORT TOk fqpHd ^RR^fd^T TO dM^dd TOTO TORR TOTRT TtRT; 

3RT:, 3TR,TOTOfa WTOk, RTOT 3TfafRRRTOt TOR 36 TOt'RR-TOTT (7) TOtTRR-RKT (8) £TTT TOT^TfTOrTO TOT rTOrtoTO 
> ^TTf TTTOt *TO<r*i RTO TOWR<^> ^1 7 lfa Tfe, RTOTO TO^Iltf I TO RTTT, TORTOTOTR, TOTkldK-121004 gRT faRftd TcR RTOTOff 
8n«tm TOf ii ) toTO *‘ wisi r * *F3 ?tt TO TOroro tjtot ttTOr 3Tttor#tr TOftr rrtotot ( TOtorzjr zt?r ) TO tosft tot, fariTO-TOs- 

^ 1 (faTO f&TO ^rTO RTTOc^ZTOT RTScT TORT TORT t) 3^tT faTO 3FJTORR fTOR 3uf ^ ^t/09/10/383 

3 ^RT fTOTO RTO t, ST^d TO-^ -m TO7Rt i I 

■^TOT RTO fTOfTR TOr RTOTT TOT RTT TORT ^TT^rftcT 37TcTTOfTOR RtTOR TORTORR (^ddlM TO) f 1 T^TOt 3TfRTORR 
TO 30 tTOm t TOk ^JRtTO TOTT 100 TO. t I ^cRIMd HNMM TORTTRT (|) 2 1.t I ^tTO RTO STtTOr^cTR 'gfTOT t Uu<b\ TOR 
TOR & M c hQl T iicH c h mRcl Sn^T^FR RTO<R f I HTOm dW^TO 4ldW (R^T i ^t) R^?f dldd mR u IIH RPKf$TR TOTRT t I RRTOTTO 
) TOdR TOk 50 R^R VcqiqaT VRI f^T 3T^RI TC ^Rf ^RcTT t I 

^i^fd-I 



r 

!'■ ^ fSAM 

XA d 



L*«d *ea4 


Stamping Plate 


g B B tj «ff 

□ □□ 


| 'I:* & r 


3»i^)Ri-2 hPsqi TTtfFRT cBTt TO 'RF^RTFRJ siqyin 

feFT^ 'TOt dl^sl R’ "R til id'M qid< frTOd TOt Ps<rHd RT ^lidd TOf qidl ^ I T(TqT ^ ^7 37R ZfR 

TOR TO^ rI ^ TORT Pldiid TOT T-fld ^ 'disi RTO ^ I RTScT TOl Til'dTOT^ ^ <5M«m TOT T^TO 

^TTOTR 3RTTTOT f^TO 7 RTf t I 

TOTTOTRT "4 TO?ft difd^ld TITO TOt ^i^TO ■!■ I TO^fl ^iFT^R cTTO TOTR TOt TlTO^ ^ f^P3; Tff€\ TOT^/RRT ^f f^R 
fcrR to troror tott 11 

37TT ^rok TOTTOR'3TOT 3 TWtTO?toI TOTT 36 TOl ZR-TOTT (12) TOTT RRTT YlfTOTTO TO RrRt TOT^ RtRTOT TOTrft t 

tR= ZTOT RfecT ^ 3T^TOTOT ^ fTT RTOTO-RR TO 3TTOfcT^rft Ri Pi nidi TOTT 3TTf Rr«Sld, feTO^R TO 37^TTR TOR ZTTt TTTRTO ^ f^TTT^ 
^i^hIRq TO-Sd TOT fTOTOrW iTORT RRI ■§■, IdfdRld <sTil ^Tadl ^ ^ ?t ^TO, RTO^cTT 3^R TOrTOtRR TO dldd ZRTOTRT TO 

TO l from ^ so fR.m rto TO "f" tor TO fTOr loo TO 100,000 ttto TO TOr TO tttrtrr tortor TOrtift (tot) TOt 100 tar. to 
RtTO 37RfTOTO , ‘^ ,, RTRTOtTO^5000TO 100,000 cTTO TO TOR TO T7TTORRTORTOR TOTTleT (TOl) TOm 50 %. TO. RTO TO arfRTOTR 
^itotoTO t TOt “i" tor lxio 2x10 *, afk 5x10 *, TOt, TO tottcrto to RiroRro tjTOto to -?ito TO tri^r ^ 1 

[TOT. TO. W^TR-21(239)/2010] 

! TO. rr. TOfTOR, ITOtoto, ITOrto tor Rmh 
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New Delhi, the 28th April, 2011 

S O 1443 —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority ^satisfied thatthe Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in MMrj* the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of We^andMe^ures 
(Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain ns accuracy over perrods of sustameduseandto 

rendCT a< Now e thorrfOT U inofarete l of4* i powCTS conferred by sqb-sections (7)snd (8) of Section 36 of the said A«,the 
Central Govenunent hereby issues and publishes the certificateof approval of the 

instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of High Accuracy (Accuracy class-II) of senes SST ^dwrthbrand 
name “SAFI” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manifectured by 1 

Gaon Road, Near Punjabi Dharmshala, Ballabgarh, Faridabad-lJ 1004 and which is assigned tte approval mark 1NIV09/ 
' 0/383; The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based nop-automatic 

a maximum capacity of 30 kg and minimum capacity of lOOg. The vacation scale interval (e) ,s 2g Jt ^ ^ 
a 100 per cytoactive retained tare effect. The Light EmittingDiode (LED) display indicates the wetghmgresuft. The 
instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 


Fieure 1 



Figure-2 Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the Model 

Sealing is done on the display by passing sealing wu* from the body 
whole in base plate and top cover of display, than seal wire is parsed through these two holes attached with sea. typ 

schematic diagram of sealing provision of the Model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D carf/mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further in exercise of the powers conferred by subjection (12) of Section 36 of the said 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model (n ) 

similarmake accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg. with venficatto t 

b™ e range of IWWl 00,000 for V value of lmg to 50 mgandWith verification scale interval (n) at^erang^of5W0 to 
Sorfor'evaLoflOOmgormoreandwith Vvalue^ 1* J*. 2*10>or5xK* f^ktsapten^gbive whole 
number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the 
same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(239)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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" W^anf f (M w? ^ w itet ?nn w £) A ajpta ft* an( *t/09/io/384 

^ti?TcT %^t -m t, sFprt^r wm-^ f ; 

^r w fafcr fa toTw «m fa airoifa ai^ifeT fan w »t» i ( k^ i 4 zi^) i i aiftramR 

^ 1 50 TO 40 0 m I iWHiroi3Rm(<) 20 m £ 1 5*4 3n%ri -gf^a £ faro Tia 

^ ""HW* mfet 3nfa fai TTOre t ITOIOTfeswte (T^fa 3P^fa^fani|3MfaaqTO!rt I ZTOTH 
230 3 Tk 50 y^lctcrT qRT fe[?T TT^TT Tt ^t 4 ^TI t I 


1 $ii<2>r<i -1 

* 



^l^Pci-2 *fel ^ ^JT ^SRTO ^FimiM 

fe 1 ^ ^ Wi\ ^ ^ ^lfcl J l ^FR fa'+.ftf feFT^ ■HlfdM t I ^ TTTST ^ c£ ^ aft? 

c n 3 3 Tff%q ^fFR f^M ^ ^rteT w i I ifer ^ ^ ^ -aw* tt^7 ^hto 

1 T^illH ^RjcW f^j Tyqj f 1 

^ Hch<ul ^ qie ^ cBT ^f^KTT 1? I ^16<1 TT^> ^ t^TTT ^T^/T7^T ^fg T^f 

ffcra wt i . 

3k^hmR^ 3 tMwt ^ft «TRT 36 ^ Tq-qTTT (12) OT 3 KtT ^T TT^T^ ^ ^un ^TCcft t 
f * ^jSr ^ wn-^ ^ 3 Tcr^^ 1 %f^mn ^rt fagm, -fe^r ^ 3 t^r 3 ^ ^ wrcft ^ 

C ^T $\^\rw ^T«ei ^T fqPinRi fen Tjqi t, fqPtfna 4 t ^ r4mcl^ ^ cte '3Mcf>(q ^ 

^ 5 m iTR^f^rq 560 ^ 10,000 MNHM 3fcTTM (T^T) TTf%cT 50 t^T. TIT. ^ 5000 

fp. m 3TfH^dH ^Rm ^ f 3^ 4, f ,> TTH 1x10^,2x10^ , 3fc5xl0*,-^t, vsft t THicH^ -qr ^» ll cM<» ~qT ^T 

= r t’ I ’ 

[m tf. ^^ttit-21(239)/2010] 
«ft. T^T. ^tf^RT, Pi^i'ti, BT fq^in 
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New Delhi, the 28thApril, 2011 . 

,.^r=S=^2^!ffi£s£5S3SsSsS 

ssssru*-—-----* 

accurate powers conferredby^Sub^section5^7)^and^8)^of Section 3^ofA«^saidArt^ttie 

Central Government hereby issues and publishes tece 1 4 ccur^v (Accuracy class-111) of Series “SSP” and with brand 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of Medand Components, Uncha 

orrSTSitSlttCSw LmLnm* ..d » -*-*• w—— 

"""“‘Id i,, ** pm <m *?*• 

The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure 1 
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Figure 2. Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model. 

to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred^by t^ZLnte weighing instruments of 

Government hereby declares that this certificate o app • capac ity above 50 kg. and upto 5000 kg. with 

similar make, accuracy and .^^XfXoTlo'oOO fmtAle of 5 * or more and with ‘e’ valueof 1 * Kfc 2 * 10 k or 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to . ° manufactured by the same manufacturer in 

manufactured. [F.No.WM-21(239V2010] 
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SS^iSTiS?. ?JZZTlZ" (t) 2 * ♦' ^m^mil^mm^m 

3TT^tRt- ] 



. Lead Mai 



t --< 

u j. 'i □ n n 

I..J 1, ! i 1 i i i"'1 

*flf 


□ □□ 
~m*m ----Ban- 


Stamping Plate 
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[TPI. U -S^ip?-21 (241 )/2010] 
A i3?T. ’flftm, ft^rar, Wrotir? I^ih 
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New Delhi, the 2 8th April, 2011 

S.0.1445.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions o 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of 
Models) Rules, 1987 6 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 

accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 1 sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval ofthei mode A ofbr^d 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of High Accuracy (Accuracy class-11) of Series DWT andwith brand 
name “ZOYO” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s Digitech Weighing Systems VUIa 8 
Post-Allika, Teh. Palwal, Distt. Palwal-121102, Haryana and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/385, 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Tablei top-type)) witha 
maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg. The! verification scale mtenm (e) is 2g. It has a tare device wuh 
”er cent subtractiveLained tare effect. The Light Emittihg Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The 
instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

' Figure'1 « 5 




Figure-2 Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model. 


Sealing is done on the display by passing sealing wire from the body of the display. The seal is connected by 
whole in base plate and top cover of display, than seal wire is passed through these two holes attached with seal. A typical 
schematic diagram of sealing provision of die model is given ajbove. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Govemmenthereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing mstruments of 
similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg. with verification scale interval1 (n) 
in the ranee of 100 to 100,000 for ‘e’ value of lmg. to 50 mg. and with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 5000 to 
100 000 for ‘e* value of 100 mg. or more and with ‘e’ value of lx HP, 2 *10^5*10“, wherek is a positive or negative whole 
number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with t e 
same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(241)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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#• x=r. #f$m, ft^«<h, faftrcr rr ftran 
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New Delhi, the 28th April, 2011 

S.O. 1446.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of 
Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain \ti accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by siiib-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate; of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of Series “DWP” and with brand 
name “ZOYO” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Digitech Weighing Systems,Village & 
Post-Allika, Teh. Palwal, Distt. Palwal-121102, Haryana and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/386; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with a 
maximum capacity of 200 kg. and minimum capacity of400 g. Thi verification scale interval (e) is 20g. It has a tare device 
with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. 
The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure 1 : Mbdel. 



f ,„*<*«>. of the platlofti* Lowe, hack *•< 


Figure-2: Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model. 

Sealing is done on the display by passing sealing wir4 from the body of the display. The seal is connected by 
whole in base plate & top cover of display, than seal wire is passed through these two holes attached with seal. A typical 
schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of 
similar make accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and upto 5000 kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5 g. or more and with V value of l x 10\ 2 x 10 k or 
5xl0 k where k is a positive or negative whole number or eqpal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(241)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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New Delhi, the 28th April, 2011 

S.0.1447.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and die Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of 
Models)-Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to reader 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, die 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes die certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 






UliUUIUtlll ^IjiBLUUIllV •'*—* — JT"/ S' • - . _ _ , , 

of Series “ON-WEIGH” and with brand name “OWT” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by 
M/s.On Weigh Technologies # 7-76 Navalak Gardens, 4 Mile, Nellore-5240G2, A.P. and which is assigned the approval mark 
IND/09/10/614; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-ftutomatic weighing instrument (Electronic Weighbridge- 
Multi Load Cell type) with a maximum capacity of 40 tonne and minimum capacity of 200 kg. The verification scale interval 
(e) is 10kg It has a tare device with a 100 percent subtractive retailed tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display 
indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Vote, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure -1: Model 
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Figure-2: Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model. 


c alirto ic Hnnp nn the right side/back side of die display by passing sealing wire from the body of the display. The 
seal is connected by whole in base plate & top cover of display, than seal wire is passed through these two holes attached 
with seal. A typical schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, toe Central Government 
hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instramentsof sunilar make, 

accuraicy^atoiwformmce of same series with maximum capacity above ^ or SxfO^whereMs 

interval (n) in the range of500 to 10,000 for ‘e* value of 5 g. or above and wtth e valueof lx 10*, 2 *10“ or5^‘lO^ateek lb 
a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer m accordance wth the same 
principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(373)/2010] 

B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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[#tf:gtl5/3t-3] 
31R. 4dlPH4> 'f * 3TJT3 (f^cT cPRM) 

(BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS) 

New Delhi, the 16th May, 2011 

S.0. 1448. In pursuance ofclause(b) of sub-rule (l)of Rule 7 ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
ureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which is given in the 
shedule hereto annexed has been established on the indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 

i-:- 

SI 

(■No. No. and Year of the Indian No. and Year ofthe Date of Established 

Standards Indian Standards, if 

i any, Superseded by the 

New Indian Standard 

i _ __ 


w 

to 

CO 


1. IS 996:2009 Single Phase a. c. - 1 j une 2011 

Induction Motors for General 

Purpose 

(Third Revision) 

SI 

Bi 

Ni 

Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 
lah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
anch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
igpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref:ET 15/T-3] 


R. K. TREHAN, Scientist ‘E’ & Head (Electrotechnical) 
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^ 3lf^ ^ I ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 1 


gnr u T«nfm t tpt^( °Ff) 
t£\ Ttm ^ sfk 


^ 'MI'Wl'M OT 

STf^focT T TH^ 

STq^I MH4Vf, ^ ^ 

wn affect 


T*IlfacTiM«? 


( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


15844 : 2010 

fsrf^Tfe 


31 ^2011 


5 * qrcfa nro *1 nfirai whita Tiro *#, xnro w ( 9, W w nrf, ^ ^; 110 0 02 ’ ^ 
TOifrof : ^ krot, ^Irorai, wn war wnferaf : swro^K, ^fk, ^ftwi, ^w, chlqH '& 

^TOl.krro, ^,TOiy, 1 

[ifetf : ^Im,^ 19/31^1 15844] 
(*^) 

New Delhi, the 20th May, 2011 

SO 1449. In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (l)of ^ule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards ^,1987, the 

Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of wh.ch * g-ven m the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been established on the indicated against each . 

SCHEDULE 


Sl.No. No. and Year of the Indian 
Standards Established 


No. and Year of the 
Indian Standards, if 
any. Superseded by the 
New Indian Standards 


Date of Established 


( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


t. IS 15844:2010 Sports Footwear- 
Specification 


31 May 2011 


roov of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 

Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. [Ref: CHD19/IS 15844] 

E. DEVENDAR, Scientist ‘F* & Head (Chemical) 

20 ^,2011 

,450.-^ TITO T# trn, 1987 * 1** 7 * CD * * <W) * ^ ^ ^ 

^Jtet T^rl^sra t ^7 WrfPT ^ f^rnT 313^* -fif ^-nn t ^ T^TTPm ^ tttt : 
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1 3S*3 FI. wm *ircfa ^FW(^f) 

i 

1 

i 

I 

i 

3lfds*>f*hi TOfhr 
smr ^ it, 

PUPmlfe 

0) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 3#^7/3Hf^3ft 8451 : 2009 

^ ^ ffcfi&fetf ^ amfas; 

Mot 1 #ot - W\ ^tMt 
(P fipr) 

8451: 1984 

<ET 

Mot ^ 

TfUlOT) 

31 ^ 2011 

v ** ^ ^ ''nw >m, 9, ^sftt m *pf, ^ ft?#- 110002 , siftft 

*IAl<n9l . -tj ft<r#, *l<n*»rai, 4-t{, ^ <l«n *rran : 3FFRRK, Wnt-fft ftw, oRfarapjr, 

IkuWv n'ljt, Mill, ’jft 7t*tt ft# #3 '3M?13tt f 1 

[#Pf :T^ t#/#-2:l] 

3. T* f^W, %if% *f (^*r ^tWfrn) 

New Delhi, the 20th May, 2011 

S.0.1450. In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1 ) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules 1987 the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been established on the indicated against each : . 

SOffiDUDE 

$l.No. No. and Year of the Indian 
Standards Established 

| 

No. and Year of 

Indian Standards, if 
any, Superseded by the 

New Indian Standards 

Date of Established 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. IS 8451:2009 Periodic Inspection 
and testing of high pressure 
gas cylinders — code of practice 
(Second Revision) 

1------- 

IS 8451:1984 Code ofpmctice 
for visual Inspection of 
high pressure gas cylinders 
(First Revision) 

31 May 2011 

„, . , Copy ofthoseStandards are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 

a 7 ^'u': 1 L 0002 ?" d Regi ° nal ° ffices: New Delhi - Kolkata ’ Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices . Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram . P " ’ 

{Ref: MED/G-2:1] 

J. A. SIDDIQUI , Scientist ‘E’ Director (Mechanical Engineering ) 


20 2011 


"pirw^RT aP^o sppjgt 3 ftn ^r^^f) 3rftft«R farmTrar/f^qTpr,f . 

i 

i 

i . 

! 



T"' "" '•"**** ** «** -’«■* ■■ «Mt H ll p MIlipupii m i^M. 14W1U.OI .4f.H4M».«MUM« 


• -+*mn 







[’mn—wxs 3(ii)] 

TOT qn wrq : ^ 28, 2011/5^3 7, 1933 
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i 

TO R 'HKol’H HH°h 

qft ti’^t sSk ^ 

q>t TT^TT sfa 

Wl 


(1) (2) 

(3) 

- | 

(4) 

1. 3TT^T 11552 : 2008 75#^ 

tott ^ ^ hi^Y^h 
3tt*ih - farfrrfe 
( w^tt '3=Rtajd) 

#TT3. 2,3lfe, 2011 

12 2011 

Z 3TT#q^ 15100 : 2001 

to ^ ^ 'srf^cT 
-fa ^ fro 

q, 5,srfe, 2011 

5 -R# 2011 


3lf?pn TOlfa RFFF qFFF TOT, 9, TTTS WT ^ TOdt-l 10002, 

TOifamf : M f^ft, ^taf, xpif cr«n ?im cbwfd4 : stftoto TOefn, tom, ^t^t. 

ft , £<umi<l wj*, tot^, qprju tott, ^yt ^ 3 frot in 11 

[W$ :Trr?.t^/^-2:l] 
q. f^tefr, %fro ‘^' W - w Coffer tti ftqffr) 
New Delhi, the 20th May, 2011 

S.0.1451.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendmentstothe Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 


SCHEDULE 


Sl.No. 

No. and Year of the Indian 

Standards 

No. and Year of 

the amendment 

Date from which the amendment 

shall have effect 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 . 

IS 11552:2008 Liquid nitrogen 
vessels of capacity up to 75 
litres- specification 
(First Revision) 

Amendment No.2 

April 2011 

12 May 2011 

2 . 

IS 15100:2001 Multifunction 
valve assembly for permanently 

Amendment No. 5 

April201l 

5 May 2011 


fixed liquefied petroleum gas 
(LPG) containers for automotive 


use 
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. _ . C ° Py °^, this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New DeUn- l 10002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur Kanpur 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, and Thiruvananthapuram. F ’ 

! 

[Ref: MED/G-2:1] 

J. A, SIDDIQUI, Scientist ‘E’ Director (Mechanical Engineering) 

^^#,20^,2011 

I 

I 14S2 -—fwr, 1987 ^ frPT 7 ^ (i) ^ a itrofm nrro 


1 

-:_________ 

pnR 

. wftfr *JRdl^ (tff) 

tft w§q\ sfk 

Wt 


to 

i- 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

i. 

I 

sn&s 39892009 ctlt<£ 
ftw fwi wRid, 

WTT 1 

atfrl, 2011 

13 Rt 2011 


(WT) 3Nf?Tfe, 
^RlHIdV^FTt tf 
hish, A wm- 

rv /*» ik 

C^T^efT 


^ p Rft VTCifa W 3 ^, Rrar 9, m -sp^ Tjpf ; ^ %vft-110 002, 

+T9feraf: ^ 'Svil'hi, ^ TOT inraj ^ Pjiddi' : 3 TFR <WK , sfreik, vfara, 

pusicl, fofTCR, siiiji, n‘iy, Mill, ^r| cT«tT ff fagft ^ | 

I 

[tM : RRtftf 6/tf-22] 

| 

| tf- n®f 

New Delhi, the 20th May, 2011 

I 1452, In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 

Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
apnexed have been established on the date indicated against each :— 

SCHEDULE 

sjl.No. No. and Title of the 
Standard (s ) 


No. and Year of 
the amendment 


Date from which the amendment 
shall have effect 


( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


1. IS 3989:2009 Centrifugaly cast 
(spun) iron spigot and socket 
soil, waste, ventilating and 
rainwater pipes, fittings and 
accessories - Specification 


Amendment No. 1 
April, 2011 


13 May, 2011 


T"* <1< *i><wa M> >»M .W+qMM**., WfttMm. (w »»w •«*** u- 


*n4iMn..s. l ’- rn "ifirn-f 












[«7FT II—3(ii)] 


sfRW <FT WT* 28, 2011^*3 7, 1933 
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Copy of these amendments are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 
Shah ZafarMarg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional Offices: Ne\y Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: MTD 6/T-22] 
P. GHOSH, Scientist ‘F* & Head (Met Engg.) 

20^2011 


1453—•qrdfa 1987 ^ tWT 7 ^ ^T- 1 WT (1) (7§0 ^ $ Wfa MTT 

TTcr^ra mu i faq mate ^ ten ^ ^ fas ^ f ^ 




Tf. Wfrd T TH^> (^f) 

^ ^ 3 ?k 

^ 'mkJW "Rprer 5Ri 
ajfdshflHd 

3 T 8 J 3 T HMehT, ^ ^i ^\, 

^ WIT 

MV 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 3 #^ 1528 (Pt 7 ): 2010- 

3 ufq^ 1528 (Ft7 ): 

31 ^,2011 

OTW *H 1H R 4 4 ) ^ 

sifc 

1974 


*TFT 7 ^ =Ft TOfcl 

^^Mdl Hiiss 
(^RT 


* 

vjTCTfa 'PPT^ ^ 3lf^f *IKdfa WT 7 9, W ^77 *1P?, ^ fonl-110 002, 

#=ii <rat Tircn ^h<hk, ^ 

Teflt, wm, 

JJcilgldl, *1^, 

■qeqr, tt«it Ri^n-cinjrq 3 f 

1 

[W& 15/Ht-r72] 




New Delhi, the 20th May, 2011 


S.0. 1453 . —In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (IXof Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against each :— 

4 

SCHEDULE 


Sl.No. No. and Year of the Indian 

No. and Year of 

Date of Established 

Standards Established 

Indian Standard, if 
any, Superseded by the 

New Indian Standard 


(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. IS 1528 (Pt7):2010 Methods 

IS 1528 (Pt 7): 1974 

31 May, 2011 


of Sampling and Phycial 
Tests for Refractory Materials* 
Pt 7 Methods of Sampling 
and Criteria for Conformity 
(Second Revision) 
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Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 
lah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional Offices : New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
ranch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
agpur, Patna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref : MTD 15/T-72} 
P. GHOSH, Scientist ‘F* & Head (MTD ) 

20 2011 

■^T.3TT, 1454. — ’hKoIh RFw ^Tl 1987 ^ fWT 7 ^ (1 ) ^ (7^) ^ 

^ arf^f^cT ^t?tt t % f^H TOfa ^ tar ^ f^iT Tjxr f ^ ^ 

sF 

■r u T^rrfqrT TOfa (^f) ^ rfff sri TsufqcT firfa 

^rdsbfMd *TRifa TOF 

HW«hl, 

c 

P (2) (3) (4) 

— i 

[• 311^ 9180: 2011- 3#^ 9180:1991 31 ^,2011 

^ °hi4«wRni frtlk u i 

(w* 

i-1-- 

* 

1 

B 

ai 

—1 

3* Sffl'dT *IRtfa RFFF RFT=F 9, W *7Ff, ^ f^#-l 10002, 

^ ^WhbKii, cT«TT tot : 3^i-KNK, 4lw, 

^c, ^FT^, ^TT, ^ cT^TT 3 feft ^ OTTO f | 

[*M : 7^1^ 26/3-2] 

^ITfW ‘igff’ifff nqqr (1^35)) 

New Delhi, the 20th May, 2011 

S.0. 1454. — In pursuance ofclause(b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
ireau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
inexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 

s ! 

i 

_j 

.No. No. and Year of the Indian No. and Year of the Date of Established 

Standards Established Indian Standards, if 

any, Superseded by the 

New Indian Standard 

I--'- 

i 

—i 

1(0 (2) (3) (4) 

j 

1 

—j 

1. IS 9180:2011-Recommendations 1S9180:1991 31 May,2011 

for performance Rating of 

Fuel - Fired Furnaces 
(Second Revision) 

Si 

Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 
rnh Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices : New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 



; 

i 

. . . ‘7’** . P ".4^ |i m W a, M W> ||||| H |„ tW 


■■“•... Hinrnm x 
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Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar^ Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 


Nagpur, Patna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 


[Ref: MTP26/T-2] 
P. GHOSH, Scientist ‘F’ & Head (MTD) 


^f^ft,20^,2011 

giT.3H. 1455 .—wrnnm;fwr. 1987 7 (i) ca) ^ 3 Hrwft r»n«h 

^1 U.t1<^U I t ft? IftF •HKtil't ^ fqWI ^ 4 fttl t ^ 7*tlft?t Ft '•R t : 


313*}# ! 

sFRU 

Tsnfiffi ’HKflfa ■RFre? (^f) 

^ Trtsm M 3rk 

Tft ^Kdl^l OT 

3lfasbfHfi "HKoU RFT3> 

s\m\ 

Wit 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

311^ 1528 (^.6): 2010- 

^ msRht 

mi ^ 'fipH 

31T&8 1528 0ftA6 ):1974 

31 ^,2011 


(^eri _ _ _ , ——— 

^ vrotft wra? ^ wft vpi * m 9, W m w ^ ft ?#-110 0 02, 

iFPlftpff : ^ ftwft, -blcWdl , '5^ <Wt TTBat <ft*ArBlT : 3WH4i«n4,J*'i«i'W, 49F3, 

TraiFTZt, t^HK, w, -92=11, T* rcKpq-1-ma^ ft# ^ t I 

[7ft»$ : HHitst 15/3-71 ] 
it. lift, Tigs (n**M) 


New Delhi, the 20th May, 2011 

S.O. 1455.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Ryle 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against each • 


SCHEDULE 


Sl.No. 

No. and Year of the Indian 

Standards Established 

No. anil Year of the 

Indian! Standards, if 
any, Superseded by the 
New Ipdian Standards 

Date of Established 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 


IS 1528(Pt 6):2010 Methods 
of Sampling and Physical 

Tests for Refractory Materials- 
Pt 6 Determination of Permanent 

Linear Change After Reheating 
for Shaped Insulating and 

Dense Refractories 
(Second Revision) 

IS 152p(Pt6):1974 

31 May, 2011 


7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 


1730 GI/ 11—6 
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Shah 7 afnrM^ y L* ? b * f ° r ^ W “ h ,he Bureau of lndian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 

tanhS a k W fu'J L f nd Regi ° nal 0ffiCes: New DeU,i > Kolkata > Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
ch Offices . Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur Kanpur 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. F ’ pur ’ 


[Ref:MTD15/T-71] 
P. GHOSH, Scientist ‘F’ & Head (MTD ) 

^%eft,20< 2011 

I US6 -— fWI, 1987 ^ frn 7 ^ Tt-feR (1) *735(33) t# 4 


pr^f. ^rfhcT (^f) 

^TRcfk *fR37 £RT 

^nfhcT fM'sj 

^ ^ YlMcfc 

i 

i 

l 

\ 

\ 

■i —-- 

SlfatfipHei < HKdk "qiHcf, 



m _ ® 

(3) 

(4; 

! 1. sn&a 1528 (ht.2t. 3 ) :2010- 

j 

3TT^T 1528 (k.k.3 ):1983 

31 hf,2011 




t tFI 3 <4(ei<i 

5ll<1 <*><*11 

(rftmr YTft^T) 


^ ^ T fH^ 9, W -qpf, ^ f^rftl 10002, aHk 

<5Plferaf : ^ fareft, shWmi, --^114, iptf 7T«IT ?irai wnhfrl*' : 3 reH<HK , Whelk, gcpfccR, 


[Wind, hprjr, trhjt, hPFJT, qjht, jjsq fj fagft ^ t I 

[kwk : 15/21-68] 

ht. kh, ^|(H4) ‘tn*’ trg 

New Delhi, the 20th May, 2011 


i S -°' 1456 -" ln pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 

nL.AUAj t__1__J .i 1 


annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


l.No. 


No. and Year of the Indian 
Standards Established 


No. and Year of the 
Indian Standard, if 
any. Superseded by the 
New Indian Standard 


Date of Established 


( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


1. IS 1528(Pt3):2010 Methods 
of Sampling and Physical 
Tests for Refractory Materials- 
Pt 3 Determination of 
Spalling Resistance 
(Third Revision) 


IS I528(Pt3):1983 


31 May, 2011 


UIIHIMUt i*r «NM«n« HM«N» *1 tltii ► .4u 


IW'MH G.:iJt I6MT-4HWIHU- 
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WW WR 28^2011/^5 7, 1933 

---n- 

Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi- 110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: MTD 15/T-68] 
P. GHOSH, Scientist ‘F’ & Head (MTD) 

20 ^,2011 

■37T.3TT. 1457,_Wdfa WFF fwi, 1987 ^ IWT 7 ^ Tl-fWI (1)^7^ (TsT) ^ k Wcffa 

^ ^ WlPRf it ^ t : 



^rq u wftra Wcfta (^rf) 

TRs^T ^ 

•id 'qknfq hii*^ ski 

3lfc1shtfHcT WCdPr WFF 

RFT^f, ^ Wf FT, 

wn afk 


(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 37lf^ 1528 (Pt l ):2010- 

30^ 1528 (Pt 1 ):1980 

31 ■Rf, 2011 


sfk ssM 

WI 1 <5TllMfHfd 
(Rt TTl"?) ■qTWFlfsp} 

(dtoi ____ 

^ TOk WFE ^Tt, WFEWR, 9, ^7 Wf, ^ 1^#-110002, 

W^rqf ; ^ f^fl, ^F TdT, WFftTS, *=T$ ( ^ cWT TTT^ 

UiWK Wiy, WRT, ^ cRTT rd^oM-dl^ 3 faaft t ! 

[*M : 15/3-66] 

kt. 'PW, * RR * 1 ^ (u/Hdl-sl) 

New Delhi, the 20th May, 2011 

S O 1457._In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 

Bureau of’lndian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against eaph : 


SCHEDULE 

SI.No. No. and Year of the Indian 

Standards Established 

No. and Year of the 

Indian Standard, if 
any, Superseded by the 
New Indian Standard 

Date of Established 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. IS 1528(Pt 1):2010 Methods 
of Sampling and Physical 

Tests for Refractory Materials- 
Pt 1 Determination of 

Pyrometric Cone Equivalent 
(PCE) or Softening Point 
(Third Revision) 

IS 1528(Pt 1):1980 

31 May, 2011 
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Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 


[Ref.MTD 15/T-66] 
P. GHOSH, Scientist *F* & Head (MTD) 

20 ^, 2011 


1458.—*1FH T^h, 1987 ^ fwi 7 ^ 'SR-IWFT (1) ^ ^ ("B) ^ ijf HKdk 

srfagfacr t for foR ir foctw ^ forr t i T*irfo?T ^ np; t : 

^3^ 


sfnrtf. 

■ 

■HTtcfhr *TFFF (^f) 
ws® M aqk irrhfor 

Wt 'HKolq RH+ 3TTT 
^fdsbfad *TRcfa -RB^ 

3TOT TTR^f, 

F*#mfof*T 

0) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

i 

| 

i 

i 

sn&*r 1405 3010- 
sitot- t 

(ifora ■yrfta*!) 

3TT^ 1405:1982 

31 T^-,2011 


^ RH4> TlfwiT «tl<d)4 ‘RFFF 

■RPBT W, 9, W WFT -qpf, ^ fowft-110002, 


^ fo?#, ^cTOTT, ^-sW, i, crsqr W&\ : 31SH4HK, Wfa, qfaM, qcrt'w , 

U°"5w1, few, TFFJT, RZRT, ^ ^TT fo^cH<f|^H 4 fosFT ^ # | 


13/#-41] 

it. ita, *tTTF r Tjcjip^r 

New Delhi, the 20th May, 2011 


S.O. 1458.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau oflndian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 


SCHEDULE 

[Sl.No. No. and Year of the Indian 

Standards Established 

No. and Year of the 

Indian Standard, if 
any, Superseded by the 
New Indian Standard 

Date of Established 

O) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. IS 1405:2010 Iran Ores- 
Sampling and Sample 

Preparation- Manual 
j Method 

(Third Revision) 

1 - 

IS 1405:1982 

31 May 2011 


"»■* - ll|H|l lIHMMMI, M’MfHtt* < D> '• .. 






[^FT II-TsPrs 3(ii)] 


:^2$,201lM^7, 1933 
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Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref:MTD 13/T41] 
P. GHOSH, Scientist ‘F & Head (MTD ) 


23 2011 

^3IT. 1459.—' qrcHhr UFR? ^ fPIH 1987 ^ (1) ^ '^Rt 



sTPT 4 TON T TFT^f 

wn, ^rf 4* 


^iRlShHd 

MKCllHl’1 c h 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 3TT^ 3428:2009 

^ 3IFFT 

(^eri 

■qf, 2011 


2. STlf^ 3457:2009 

iWts 

4 'fat*. 

(^FRT T fFteT n l) 

*4, 2011 

-1- 



[Wf : <A4Wl/*ft-3.5] 
TT^r. 4*1^, ‘TTqr’ V& ONto) 


New Delhi, the 23rd May, 2011 

S.O. 1459. — In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars ofwhich are given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed has been established :— 


SCHEDULE 

SI. No. IS No. & Title 

Dater of Establishment 

IS No. and Year of 
Superseded Indian 
Standard 


(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 


1. IS 3428:2009 Dimensions 
for relief grooves 
(Second Revision) 

May, 2011 
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1 (') 

-i- 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

! z 

1 

i 

s 

1 

! 

IS 3457:2009 Radii 
for rounding for 
general engineering 
purposes 
(Second Revision) 

May, 2011 



[Ref: PGD/G-3.5] 
S. CHOWDHURY, Scientist ‘F’ & Head (PGD) 


23 Rf, 2011 

1460.—fror, i987^1wi7^^-frTO (l) ^aiprur-4'qrofatnw 

^\6ki 3if*rcif^iftR -^ag^sil-wiPratf :- 




! 

i 

i 

TOfk ■rfrf (^f) 
wit, ^ afk 

'k *mcfh Xjj'tqi "SKI 
^TRcfk HH<h 

HNqil, k, 

FRs^IT 3ih"^ 

T*#Rl1M*T 


(Jo 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 


1. 

1 

i 

1148:2009-WFTFTcT 
’skkk iTrTTJ xk 

1148:1982 

31 ^,2011 



cF^RTT k eF>) 

I Mz^‘ 

(4*it 

^ ^ Nch ^ RFRT -RFT^ *PR, 9, W wf, ^ 110002, *Nk 

ii<M: ^ ftwft, ^T^mr, k^if, ^ ^mr toi ^pferif: ^k^c, 

WTHt, WfC, ^T^T, ^PT^, TSTTT, r$ <T*IT Ri^qi-<ii^<H if 'feit ^?J ^IcT^r i? I 

[W$ : y>Hdlsl04/zt-ll] 

j k. 4fa, ^iPh* (TTt^) 

New Delhi, the 23rd May, 2011 

I so - 1460.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (l)of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against each :— 


SCHEDULE 


-1------- 

SJ.No. No. and Year of the Indian 

No. and Year of the 

Date of Established 

Standards Established 

i 

i 

! 

4---- 

Indian Standards, if 
any, Superseded by the 
New Indian Standards 


! (0 (2) 

-}---------—_.__ 

(3) 

(4) 

| 1. IS 1148:2009 Steel rivet 
bars (Medium and high 
tensile) for structrual 

1148:1982 

31 May, 2011 

purposes 

i (Fourth Revision) 

H -- - • - . --- — 




T'* ******* *'1"'«» HllimillHpMl Wtti l* 


mm- 





RTCcTRnFRm :^28,201lM*3 7, 1933 
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Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi- 110 002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: MTD 04/T-11 ] 


P. GHOSH, Scientist ‘F’ & Head (MTD) 


24 2011 


-^T,3n. 1461.—PRrftR RHR> ^ fWT, 1987 ^ ftRR 7 ^ TT-ta (1) 7RF (73) ^ ^ RTCcfa 

^ TTct^TCT srfu^TRd RTffiT i far RKcfrR ^ ^ 3PJ7JRt fFP T TR TOifna ’FtRR t 


3^^ 

R7P FT. FRlfFcT PKcftR RHRT (RTf) 

R>t FTTsRT, RTf sffc 

f 

RTtcftR RIWglFT 
^Ri*>pHd 'm'dtR Hi’R) 

SPIRT qfs Rrtf Ft, 

RTt FT^TT 3?R R*f 

FRlfPR Mr 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 3TT&7T 206:2010-^ 3flT 

(ptrrt "^Rffspn) 

3^ 206:1992 

31 Tlf, 2011 


RTTF Rp uftTRT ^TRcft^l T TFRT7 RFTR^ RRR, 9, RFTF* RTF RR7 RFf, ^ fwfl-110 002, 
RnRfcTRt: Rf Reril, ebld«bldl, ^ U -Sl J lco, '5 1 ^ TT^TT 7TTT3T <*iqkiqT: 3TFRFHK, quefk, ’ulntd, 

rj^TFRt , ihpTRTR, RTR^, PRRT, ^t R«TI H fashl t 1 

[FK*f : Rt^/TRPR] 
tt. ^iPh* ‘pV PR R5R (Mrr FRtfrqft) 


New Delhi, the 24th May, 2011 

S.O. 1461.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 


SCHEDULE 


Sl.No. No. and Year of the Indian 

Standards Established 


No. and Year ofthe Date of Established 

Indian Standards, if 
any, Superseded by the 
New Indian Standards 


(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 


1. IS 206:2010 Tee and 

IS 206:1992 

31 May, 2011 


Strap Hinges— 

Specification 
(Fifth Revision) 
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Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 
S hah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
E ranch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
h agpur, Patna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 

; [RefrCED/Gazette] 

A. K. SAINI, Scientist ‘F’ & Head (Civil Engg.) 


| 24^,2011 

^T.3TT. 1462.—sjRcfa 1w?, 1987 ^ fWT 7 ^ (1) ^ ^ (It) ^ 

^‘vSKi f % I^IT tut tth^ 7( q^f) ftRT M t 

ztW** 

TT^ilfacl 'HKctl’M NI'I'K (tJf) ~ " -hViI^R RRs^l 3^ 

^ MI A cFft * 


( ) 


( 2 ) 


3TI&S3005 (Part3 ):1982- 

<o<n c n $^Mid ’5 j ie 
3^ ^4 icjhci ctaoi 
fafclfe *mT 3 3 srto 

tR 31IZ Zt *TR of? 
w^\ ^ FTZ 
(R^TT ^Rl^T) 

3005 (Part4 ):I984— 
piZ RtH 
3fk 

faftlhz *TPT 4 TR7 ZZ ttv, 

*irc ^ wiPi ^ 

FTZ 

('WcTT ''fRtSFT) 


(3) 


RmHtZTTCsZT 1 
2011 


Tf?ifaRT *Rs9T 1 

3Tfe, 2011 


(4) 


30-4-2011 


30-4-2011 


W Wl*TZ Zit 3# RRZ> *RZ, 9, Rff, M ftc#-l 10002, sHfa 

: zf f^ft, %zi ci«n ?mtT <b \ uMi : wftr, ztwr, 

ZFT^, TOT, Z«IT 3 t I 

: RZZUl 6/3-2] 
TT. ^fW, ^TlfHh TRJW (^M) 


New Delhi, the 24th May, 2011 

i S.O. 1462. In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
eau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
exed have been established on the date indicated against each : 


•N^mima«>* i«. «I. (MW a. IM • 4i» st.uk 





[’IFTII 
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SCHEDULE 

/ 

Sl.No. 

No. and Title of the 

No. and Year of the 

Date from which the 


Standard (s ) 

amendement 

amendement shall have effect 

(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 . 

IS 3005 (Part 3): 1982 
Specification for grey cast 
iron ingot moulds, stools 
and slag ladles Part 3 Grey 
cast iron ingot moulds of 
mass more than one tonne 
and up to eight tonnes 
(First Revision) 

Amendment n o.l 

April 2011 

30-4-2011 

1 . 

IS 3005 (Part 4):1984 
Specification for grey cast 
iron ingot moulds, stools 
and slag ladles Part 4 Grey 
cast iron ingot moulds of 
mass up to 1 tonnes 
(First Revision) 

Amendmentno.l 

April2011 

30-4-2011 


Copies of these amendments are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: MTD6/T-2] 
P.GHOSH,Scientist ‘F&Head (Met Engg.) 


25 2011 

^T.3tT. 1463.—'1987 1WT 7 ^ (l) W ^ hm* 

^d^SN I 3rf%HjT4d ^FTTcTT i % f^R Mkdl'M HM<*7 ^ 3 ^ ^ $ : 


^T. 'HKdl4 HI1<^ (^f) 

^ *moT*J Hl-icb OT 


3TRrariwl 'mol 4 Hm4> 

3T*PfT rtFRif, ^ ^ 

3?k^f 


(1) (2) 

6) 

(4) 

1. 31T&R 2911 (*IPT 1/^5 1): 

2010 T TT5eT ^ 

f^R^T -frfcT 1 

<t>shtz ’^>1’ Hl5<rl 

(^PJ^RtaR) 

3TT|qW2911 (’IF! 

\/&v$ 1):1979 

31 2011 


1730 GI/ 11—7 




31 ^,2011 


311^12911 (*im 
1/13^S3) : 1979 


31 ^,2011 


31 * 1 $, 2011 


f ***.2911 (SP, 31 ^ 201, 

2010 fen** 1 /^ 2 ): 1979 ' 

- TH?T Tff^TT r *TFT 1 3FT§Ftz 
2 ^«TH <S%cT 

^FsF>fe 

(pfitW) 

| ^2911(^1/^3): 3#W2911(« OT 31 * *„ 

2M0S*Hh«ft«mfe i/to3)s 1979 *' 

■M»i - tffair ; »nn 1 
rn 3ifHPi 3 
^>shk iJifcT 

4j ^29,10^1/^4): **W2911<SCT 3,^201, 

2010 ’'''Pfe* ton* afe ,/^ 4 ):1984 ■ 

IW^r-f^f^TT : m 1 'Sf^tz 

WT, 4 ftjsjf 4* • 

^4® fad ^te’qrfe? 

( t T?cTT TptfNpJT) 

t'SK’f : 

^ M, %frfr ‘^' ip? 

New Delhi, the 25th May, 2011 

Bure au of Indian Standvds hereby no^es^a^the^ndian StaldOTds 7 . Bure “ u °? ndian Standards R “<es, 1987,. the 

«"f> i»„ „» «*»* z «,,1. w “w“”mL^T* '" , "'” d ’"" ta "'" “-*1— 


3*^2911 (*FT 
l/^^4) : 1984 


SI.N<|. No. and Year of the Indian 
Standards Established 


SCHEDULE 

No. and Year of the 
Indian Standards, if 
any. Superseded by the 
New Indian Standards 


Date of Establishment 


Design and Construction of 
Pile Foundations - Code of 
Practice: Part I Concrete Piles, 
Section 1 Driven Cast in - Situ 
Concrete Piles 

(Second Revision'* 


IS 2911 (Part 1/Sec 1): 
1979 


31 May, 2011 








[’mii-isnrs 3(H)] 

«f»T TFm : 2^, 2011 7, 1933 
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(D (2) 

1(3) 

(4) 


2. Design and Construction of 

Pile Foundations - Code of 
Practice: Part 1 Concrete Piles, 
Section 2 Bored Cast in - Situ 
Concrete Piles 
(Second Revision) 

IS 2911 (Part 1/Sec 2): 

1979 

31May,2011 


3. Design and Construction of 

Pile Foundations - Code of 
Practice : Part 1 Concrete Piles, 
Section 3 Driven Precast 
Concrete Piles 
(Second Revision) 

IS 2911 (Part 1/Sec 3): 

1979 

31 May, 2011 


3. Design and Construction of 

Pile Foundations - Code of 
Practice: Part 1 Concrete Piles, 
Section 4 Precast Concrete 

Piles in Prebored Holes 
(First Revision) 

IS 2911 (Part 1/Sec 4): 

1984 

31 May, 2011 

- 


Copy of these Standards are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi- 110002 and Regional Offices : Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 


[Ref:CED/Gazettej 

A. K. SAINI, Scientist € F & Head (Civil Engg.) 

i 

25 Tit 2011 

^>T.3n. 1464.—'TO ffe, 1987 ^ f=PW 7 (1) ^ -05 (79) ^ 31 jWI it T^gRl 3Tfn 

Tjftw feqr t fe ^ 3 feTtirrik TiRnr Tjfi 7519* fen tfit f afa giro ^ font w i : 

M ^IFRfr 

<c ITC?t (M4 t( qpr II, 
tsf-s 3 j 34 —<srs (ii) ^ 

^>T. 34T. flOHI 3^ 
filf«T M+lRlId 


(0 (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 4805 : 1978-^f 

( T TB?TT 

^T. 3Tt #H 1550 
turret 23-5-1981 





tj. sfr. wi (father 



I 3932 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA:MAY 28,201 l/JYAISTHA 7 1933 

[Part II—Sec.3(h)1 

- .. --- 

New Delhi, the 25th May, 2011 

I 

SCHEDULE 

SI.No. No. and Year of the Indian 

Standards Cancelled 

S.O.No.&Date 
published in the Gazette 
of India, Part-II Section-3, 
Sub-section (ii) 

Remarks 

i 0) (2) 

!- --■ 

(3) 

(4) 

1. IS 4805:1978 Guide for 
construction of brick 
kiln 

(First Revision) 

S.O.No. 1550 

Dated 23-5-1981 


! 

i 

[Ref: CED/Gazette] 
A. K. SAINI, Scientist ‘F’ & Head (Civil Engg.) 

j 

(7§rer 3ft? fermr fem) 

23 *1$, 2011 



* ft*,, ,976^^ ,0**9^ (4) 

^ C«> ** Hmw «nn) * OTRito 

^m#t Pi*-.r«r«, „,hW, fiR* 80 iftm ^ a^ **rr*pt * fijtf « *i*m* hr hri n* ftra i *ft arf^ 


ji* TOfcnsrra faro, 

^FlfcrzT, '<=b)<rv1H, 

^Tdf 

i mti<4 fer, 

fen chi4d^, fwjj, 
W><ci 


^ko1<t W3 Pimh, 

fen ^FFlfe, NM<frh l £ , 
^fer 




[U^11011/l/2008-tt^] 

M?r tot,-? fg^T-efe 


(Deptt of Food & Public Distribution) 
New Delhi, the 23rd May, 2011 


Lles S lf76*tc^^ UMCe0 ^ r f (4) °, f Ru ' e *>f the Official Language (use for official purpose of the Union) 
y U es ’ 1976 the Central Government hereby not.fies the following offices under the administrative control of the Ministry 


i 


I 


kiiNtatNie J|it.|4t»* i Hi. ^sw 


MN» 4M» W WO U Mi 







[SIFTII—3(ii)] 
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of Consumer Affairs, Food & Public Distribution (Deptt. of Food & Public Distribution), where of more than 80% of staff 
has acquired the working knowledge of Hindi: 

1. Food Corporation of India, 

District Officer, 

Kollam, 

Kerala 

2 Food Corporation of India, 

District Officer, 

Trishur, 

Kerala 

3. Food Corporation of India, 

District Officer, 

Palakkad, 

Kerala 


[No. E-l 1011/1/2008-Hindij 
GIRISH SHANKAR, Jt Secy. 


26 2011 

*GT,3TT, 1466—1973 (1973 26) ^ W 17 ^ 3F-«JTCI (i) SRITOT 

^FT 3PThl ^ *K«bl< TJ^jJRI 3FJcT 4 »Wii ^ Piyro 

SlfafrFFT ^ 3TcFf?T ^ ^ ftwllftd ^ ^ f?TR 1-4-2011 3 T^f 3FT^ STT^ff 

R4*b, 4>l^chidi ^RiR«ki totr■ flfar?nt I 

[Tt-18/7/2007-^Wlt] 


MINISTRY OF COAL 

New Delhi, the 26th May, 2011 

S.0.1466.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (i) of Section 17 of the Coal Mines (Nationalisation) 
Act, 1973 (26 of 1973), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Amrita Acharya, OSD in Coal Controllers’ 
Organisation, Kolkata, who has been given additional charge of the post of Coal Controller, Kolkata, to perform the 
functions assigned to the Commissioner of Payments under the said Act, with effect from 1-4-2011 and until further 
orders. 


[No.-l 8/7/2007-ASO] 
SHARAD GHODKE, Director 
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3<|t OTJjIfl* % 

^ 27 2011 

^T.OT. 1467.-^1 ^ %n TRftci star t ftr 

ciN? ft<T 3 w 3 |M*h<ii # % TpRIiT 4' TTcTmi ^ 3 tR 
TF?4 if JJSJfl ^TS ^ ijfWSH ■% 

“7rarai-T^ ^5MMiri ^ sppfct 

j * ^i-4 4-1 ^ ?fe*H 31TO qiNRvn fafots IW TTg> 

iwwi$4 1^ «n=ft ’infer* I 

^ ^ -qi^TOl^ feltf <£ UT^ 

* 1^ ^ 3 ’i^rar ntftci rim i ft? ^ ijft ^ ^ 

^ W^I?T ft^lf -30# ^1 3IOTI t 3^ oft ^ atfinjERj 

5TT^; 

^ : ' i^fmn srk 7 ^r T n^rr^r 

E ^^^T^^STtoR^ra^T) 3Tf#m, 1962 (1962 
50) m3 T&'zv-m (i) sroK^^rftorf^isto 
* ^ ^ 3 ^ry <£ 3rfTOR ^T srsfr ^ ^ 

* mw ^ ^t t; 

^ ^1 Sf^-q) if if ^ 

<*T c1k1<3 t, fSK&ft W <£ 7F3m if ^ ^ 

* Tf^-q il ^ UtrPff RMRXT ^ 3RT ^ f, 

f^T qfr *to, ^Wt'l ^ Srftorc ^71 3T^T ^ 

* w iTTf^iO, ?feqi ator ^tTmR^h f^rn^, •qi ^di^H^i 
33, ‘9^ T ^ toTR^T ^3^-302018 
( Nw) ^ fRfiiJd if 3TT^tj- ^ to^TT I 

^3^ 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


to?T : ^37 ^ . 7^^ 


7 


TTRT 

■^rm 


"^RT TR^TT 




( ) ( 2 ) 


(3) 


to^R T^TT cpf 
*to 

(4) (5) ( 6 ) 


1782 (RRFRt 3 ft) 

00 

27 

00 

1795 (*TCtot 3 ft) 

00 

22 

10 

1795/2371 

00 

05 

10 

1798 

00 

05 

30 

1801 

00 

05 

80 

1800 

00 

10 

90 

1837 

00 

02 

70 

1836 

00 

01 

40 

1850/2379 

00 

08 

40 


(1) (2) 


(3) 


z 


lift) 1850 

00 

08 

\ v / 

00 

1851 

00 

07 

40 

1853 

00 

07 

30 

1852 

00 

01 

70 

1899 

00 

05 

80 

1900 

00 

12 

30 

1997 

00 

00 

20 

1995 

00 

00 

20 

1994 

00 

08 

60 

1993 

00 

(H 

60 

1992/1 

00 

16 

00 

1991 

00 

00 

70 

1985 

00 

03 

60 

2020 

00 

04 

30 

1986 

00 

13 

30 

1982 

00 

01 

30 

1980(R*tot 'jfa) 

00 

01 

80 

1981 

00 

00 

20 

2027 osrctol v^() 

00 

00 

80 

M08(TRtot ^fq) 

00 

01 

20 

1112 

00 

11 

80 

1113 

00 

06 

30 

1102 

00 

18 

40 

1103 

00 

02 

60 

1095 

00 

08 

80 

1096 

00 

06 

50 

1097 

00 

02 

10 

1092 

00 

07 

80 

1082 

00 

02 

30 

1083 

00 

01 

20 

1084 

00 

00 

20 

1081 

00 

05 

50 

1077 

00 

10 

50 

1078 

00 

12 

40 

1064 

00 

05 

90 

1063 (RRtot *[fa) 

00 

04 

20 








oh 2 ) pr = 

2. ^?T (^TRt) 1062 

1224 (^TRt ’JpT) 
1212 
1205 
1226/1 
1227 
1249 
1246 

1254 

1255 
1336 
1335 

1331 

1332 

1329 ('SrcsFRt 
1346 (^* 1 $^) 

1347 

1348 
1355 
1357 


^1TT3R3T : ^ 28, 0011/^3 7, 1933 
- — i 

(4) (5) (6) (1) (2) _ (3) 

00 oi so z (^nrft) 1728 

00 01 80 1727 

00 11 90 1726 

00 14 10 1826 

00 10 50 1825 

00 08 40 1824(TRcFRtijfiT) 


00 01 80 
00 01 80 

00 11 90 

00 14 10 

00 10 50 

00 08 40 

00 12 30 

00 12 80 

00 00 20 

00 06 90 

00 09 80 

00 01 20 

00 06 20 

00 03 60 

00 02 40 

00-01 20 
00 07 30 

00 06 30 

00 00 80 

00 08 00 


1358 

00 

00 

70 

1362 

00 

07 

70 

1363 

00 

07 

50 

1545 (mfafa) 

CO 

01 

30 

1546 (mftfo) 

00 

01 

30 

1547(W.ftfa) 

00 

00 

90 

1638/1 

00 

15 

10 

1640 

00 

03 

10 

1622 sjfa) 

00 

00 

70 

1620 

00 

07 

80 

1619 

00 

13 

10 

1605 

00 

01 

10 

1606 

00 

10 

60 

1613 

0 

03 

60 

1612 

00 

02 

70 

1697/1 

00 

09 

50 

1729 

00 

09 

60 


1821 

1822 

1820 

1818 

1817 

1812 

1809 

1804 

1802 

1840 

2049 

2050 
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MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 
New Delhi, the 27th May, 2011 

S.O. 1467.—Whereas, it appears to the Central 
Government, that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for the transportation of petroleum crude a pipeline from 
Salaya in the State of Gujarat to Mathura in the State of 
Uttar Pradesh, (Under Salaya-Mathura Pipeline De¬ 
bottlenecking Project) should be laid by the Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited; 

And, whereas, it appears to the Central Government 
that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is 
necessary to acquire the right of user in the land under 
which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is 
described in the Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act, *962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the 
said schedule may, within twenty one days from the date 
on which the copies of this notification issued under sub¬ 
section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the 
Gazette of India, are made available to the general public, 
object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user 
therein or laying of the pipeline under the land, to 
Shri Bhim Singh, Competent Authority, Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited ( Pipelines Division), 33, Muktanand 
Nagar, Gopalpura Byepass, Jaipur -302018 (Rajasthan). 

SCHEDULE 


Tehsil : Phagi 

Distt. : Jaipur 

State: 

Rajasthan 

SL Name of Village Khasra No. 

No. 

Area 

Hectare Are Sq. 

Metre 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

1. Maindwas 

1782 (Govt Land) 

00 

27 

00 


1795 (Govt Land) 

00 

22 
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1795/2371 

00 

05 

10 


1798 

00 

05 
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00 

05 
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00 

10 
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00 
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00 

14 

70 

61 

00 

01 

40 
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MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 2nd May, 2011 

S.O. 1468.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 97/2002) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court Nt>. 1, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of BBMB, and their workman, received by the 
Central Government on 2-5-2011. 

[No. L-23012/26/2001 -IR(CM-II)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIGYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN ALrCUM-LABOUR 
COURT-I, CHANDIGARH 

Case No. I.D. 97/2002 

Sh. Daman Kumar, C/o Sh. R. K. Singh Parmar, 

211-L, Brari, P.O. Partap Nagar, Nangal Dam 

..-. Applicant 

Versus 

The Chief Engineer (Power Wing) Generation, 
BBMB, Nangal Township, Ropar 

... Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

For the workman Sh. R. K. Singh Parmar 

For the Management Sh.SomNath 
AWARD 

Passed on 29-3-2011 

Government of India, Ministry of Labour and 
Employment vide Notification No. L-23012/26/2001-1R 


(CM-II) dated 6-5-2002 referred the following industrial 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

‘ ‘ Whether the action of the Chief Engineer, Bhakra 
Dam, BBMB, Nangal Township, Ropar in terminating 
the services of Sh. Daman Kumar S/o Sh. Parma Nand 
without paying him any retrenchment compensation 
is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief the workman 
is entitled to and from which date ?” 

After receiving reference parties were informed. 
Parties appeared and filed their respective pleadings. The 
case of the workman in nutshell is that he worked with 
respondent-management from 1 -7-91 to 31-7-93 with certain 
intervals. His work and conduct was satisfactory. He 
worked for more than 240 days in the previous year from 
the date of his termination. His services were terminated 
without notice or without payment of one month wages in 
lieu of notice and without payment of lawful terminal dues. 
No seniority was maintained by the management. His juniors 
were retained in service. On the basis of above, the workman 
has prayed for setting aside the termination order and for 
consequential order reinstating him into services with all 
the benefits. 

The management appeared and opposed the claim 
of the workman by filing written statement. It was contended 
by the management that claim is bad by delay and latches 
On the part of workman. It is contended that workman has 
Claimed to be terminated from service on 
31-7-1993 and the claim was raised in the year 2000 which is 
delayed by seven years and there is no explanation for this 
delay on record. 

The management has further contended that 
Seniority is maintained by the management vide letter No. 
30315-450/PD/468/87/A7 dated 8-7-1988. This order was 
passed by the management in compliance of the order 
passed by the Hon’ble Himachal Pradesh High Court, 
Shimla in Civil Writ Petition No. 27/1988 titled as Ram Pyari 
and others Vs. BBMB. The above said letter was challenged 
in Civil Writ Petition No. 274/1990, Kishno Ram and others 
Vs. BBMB and others. This Civil Writ Petition was 
dismissed by the Hon’ble High Court and Hon’ble Apex 
Court of India on 22-11-1990 has declined to intervene in 
the judgement passed by Hon’ble High Court of Himachal 
Pradesh. It was furthermore, contended by the management 
that workmai has not completed 240 days in the preceding 
year from the date of his termination. 

Both of the parties were afforded the opportunity of* 
adducing evidence. The workman filed his petition and 
was cross-examined in detail by learned counsel for the 
management. Likewise, Sh. Pradeep Singh filed his affidavit 
on behalf of the management and he was cross-examined 
by the learned counsel for the workman. Certain documents 
were filed by both of the parties which were marked Exhibits 
as per law. 




I have heard the parties in person and their learned 
1 -gal representatives at length. 

It is true that workman has claimed to be terminated 
f om service on 31-7-93. He raised the industrial dispute in 
t le year 2000 after seven years from die termination of his 
s ;rvices. No explanation in pleadings or affidavit has been 
given by the workman for this delay. Thereafter, the 
v orkman filed photocopies of certain applications to prove 
that he moved the representations to the management in 
tl e year 1993, 1994, 1995 and 1996. He has also filed 
piotocopies of the applications dated 30-12-1993 
21-3-1994,21-6-1994, l-l-1995and 12-6-1996. The workman 
f< iled to move any application for summoning the originals 
o 'these applications. The management has denied receiving 
ai iy such applications. There is the force in the contention 
o the management that no such application has been moved 
by the workman and was received by the management. 
T le workman has not mentioned a single word in his 
stitement of claim and in affidavit that he moved such 
applications. The failure of workman to mention in claim 
an d affidavit regarding sending applications corroborates 
th ? contention of die managementthat no such application 
w; is moved. Moreover, the way of writing this application 
and endorsement made on side of the application also 
corroborates the contention of the management. 
A< coiuingly, I am of the view that these applications filed 
by the workman are not reliable and cannot guide the judicial 
co iscious of this Tribunal while deciding the issue of delay. 
Rc suit is that there was a delay of seven years without any 
ex danation. 

* 

Industrial Disputes Act, does not contain any 
provisions regarding period of limitation to raise the 
irn ustrial dispute. It does not mean that workman is at 
lib irty to raise the industrial dispute at any point of time. In 
thi s regard, it is the settled law of service jurisprudence 
that industrial dispute should be raised in a reasonable 
tinn e and if it is raised after the reasonable time there should 
be i proper and reasonable explanation for the delay. What 
should be the reasonable time depend on facts and 
cin umstances of the case ? No settled principle can be laid 
do> m in this regard. Sometimes the seven years period can 
be considered as the reasonable period but under normal 
cir cumstances the seven years period cannot be 
corsidered as the reasonable time to raise the industrial 
dis >ute. In my view the parameter to consider the 
reaj onable time for raising the industrial dispute should be 
the time in which a man of prudent under the similar 
circ umstances should have raised the industrial dispute. 
The workman as per his contention was terminated from 
the service on 31-8-1993. He kept mum for seven years. 
Rat ler try to justify his action by filing the copies of 
app ications which he had never served to the department. 
Un< er such circumstances the delay of seven years cannot 
be a reasonable period and the petition is bad by delay and 
late les on the part of the workman. 


It is nowhere mentioned by the workman that this 
delay has been set aside by any court or Tribunal of 
competent jurisdiction. There is no such material on record 
that this delay has been condoned. In my view there is no 
material on record to condone this delay. Accordingly, the 
industrial dispute was raised with the delay of seven years 
without any reasonable justification and is not proper to 
adjudicate further. Accordingly, this industrial dispute is 
answered. Let Central Government be approached for 
publication of Award and thereafter file be consigned to 
record room. 

G K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 

^ %#,2 2011 
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New Delhi, the 2nd May, 2011 

S.O. 1469.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 195/ 
2003) of the Central Government IndustrialTribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexurc, 
in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of BBMB, and their workman, received 
by the Central Government on 2-5-2011. 

[No. L-23012/15/2002-IR(CM-lI)| 

D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIGYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR 

COURT-I, CHANDIGARH 

Case No. I.D. 195/2003 

Sh. Gurman Singh, C/o Sh. R. K. Singh Parmar, 

211-L, Brari, P.O. Partap Nagar, Nangal Dam 
Distt. Ropar ... Applicant 

Versus 

The Chief Engineer BBMB, Nangal Township, 

Distt. Ropar ... Respondents 
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APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman Sh.R.K. Singh 

For the Management Sh. S. 1C Goel 
AWARD 

Passed on 29-3-2011 

Government of India, Ministry of Labour and 
Employment vide Notification No. L-23012/15/2002-IR 
(CM-IO dated 4-11-2003 referred the following industrial 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of BBMB, 
Nangal in terminating the services of 
Sh. Gumam Singh S/o Sh. Milkhi Ram w.e.f. 30-4-88 
is legal and justified ? Ifnot, to what reliefthe woikman 
is entitled ?” 

After receiving reference parties were informed. They 
appeared and file their respective pleadings. The case of 
the workman in nutshell is that he was employed on daily 
wages since July 1982 to 30-4-1988 as unskilled mazdoor in 
Nangal Dam. His services were terminated illegally without 
notice or retrenchment compensation on 30-4-1988. The 
management has given the notional breaks while he was 
serving for the reasons known to it He approached the 
management by registered post AD on 5-7-1995, 
16-6-1999 and 30-6-2001 but no heed was given to his 
request His juniors were retained in service which is against 
the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act. 

The management appeared and opposed the claim 
of the workman by filing written statement. Itis contended 
that reference is barred by delay and latches. The 
management has contended that it is the case of 
abandonment of service. After'1988 he has never 
approached the management for any work. Seniority of the 
daily waged worker was maintained by the management as 
per the directions given by Hon’ble High Court of Himachal 
Pradesh in Ram Pyari and Others Vs. BBMB. The seniority 
of workman has not been violated. He has not completed 
240 days of work in the preceding year from the date of his 
termination. He was provided with the work on need basis 
when the work was available. 

Both of the parties were afforded the opportunity for 
adducing evidence. Evidence was recorded. Documents 
were also filed. I have heard the parties at length. I have 
also perused all the materials on record. 

I am unable to understand what the workman was 
doing from the 30-4-1988 to 5-7-1995. For seven years and 
two months he kept mum without showing'any reasons 
and on 5-7-1995 he suddenly wrote a letter to the 
management for providing job. There is not a single word 
in pleadings and evidence what the workman was doing all 
these seven years and two months. It is true that there is 
no time limit prescribed in Industrial Disputes Act but the 


court cannot consider it as the time immemorial. Meaning 
thereby, delay in raising the dispute may not be the fatal if 
it is reasonably explained. In this case this delay is not 
reasonably explained. Moreover, as stated earlier, there is 
not ia single word in pleadings and evidence to justify the 
delay. Accordingly, I am of the view that workman has 
deli|berately and intentionally kept mum for seven years 
and two months without any reasonable explanation. This 
fact has strengthen the contention of the management that 
woikman has abandoned his work. Moreover, on perusal 
of the material on record, it is not established that workman 
has completed 240 days of work in the preceding year from 
the date of his termination. Accordingly, workman is not 
entitled for any relief. This industrial dispute is accordingly 
answered. Let Central Government be approached for 
publication of Award and file by consigned to Court room. 

G K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 2nd May, 2011 

S.O. 1470.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 67/2006) 
ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Cojirt No. 1, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the 
indjustrial dispute between the management of PGI, and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 2-5-2011. 

[No. L-42012/180/2005-IR(CM-1I)1 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHR1GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 

PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT-1, CHANDIGARH 

Case No. I.D. 67/2006 

Sh. Sahender Singh, S/o Late Sh. Uday Ram, 

C/o BMS, HE-1232, Phase-I, Mohali,.Ropar 

.. .Applicant 

Versus 

The Director, PGI, Sector-12, Chandigarh 

. . . Respondents 


1730 GI/11—9 



i 


3946 


_THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 28, 2011/JYAJSTHA7,1933 


[Part II —Sec. 3(ii)| 


APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman : Sh. M. R. Dhiman 
For the Management : Sh. N. R. Zakhmi 


dependant of the deceased. Accordingly, the management 
has rightly appointed a committee to consider all the 
applications which were moved for appointment on 
compensatory ground. 


AWARD 

Passed on 8-4-20 11 

Government of India, Ministry of Labour and 
Employment vide Notification No. L-42012/180/2005-IR 
(CM-II) dated 28-9-2006 referred the following industrial 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

‘Whether the action of the management of PGI* 
Chandigarh in denying compassionate appointment 
to Sh. Sahender Singh, dependant of Late Sh. Uday 
foan is legal and justified ? if not, what relief is the 
applicant entitled?” 

After receiving reference parties were informed. 
Parties appeared and filed their respective pleadings. The 
case of the workman in nutshell is that late Sh. Uday Ram 
*as working as baildar since 1978. In the year i m his 
services were regularized as baildar. He expired on 
M2-2001 while on duty. The workman approached the 
management for his appointment on the compassionate 
ground but his request was illegally turned down. He is the 
only member to take care of the entire survivors of the 
deceased and is still unemployed. 

The management appeared and opposed the claim 
< >f the workman by filing written statement It was contended 
by the managementthat case of workman was considered 
1 y the competent committee appointment as per the rules 
1 Dr providing him the job on compensatory ground but the 
c ommittee after considering all the facts and circumstances 
cf the case refused to appoint the workman 0ft 
compensatory ground. It is also contended by the 
r lanagement that along with thecase of workman several 
others (11 number) applications were considered and out 
of 11, only two persons were considered genuine for 
a ipointment on compensatory ground. 


It is not the case of the workman that his case was 
not considered. His case was considered by the committee 
but was not even found fit for appointment on. 
compensatory ground. Considering this issue, this Tribunal 
also summoned entire file containing the proceedings by 
which all the applications were considered The minutes of 
the meeting held on 2-6-2Q04 are on record. It Shows that 
out of 11 applications only tWo appointments were 
recommended to be made namely appointment of 
Smt Offivati and the appointment of Sh. Ranjit Kaur. On 
perusal of the minutes, it is also evidently clear that 
cctfhitiittee has taken the decision on well reasoned criteria. 
The well reasoned criteria is reflected from the minutes 
itself. The case of two persons namely Smt. Ranjit Kaur 
and Sifit. Omvati was different than the case of other nine 
persons Whose applications were not considered for 
appointment on compensatory ground. Thus, there was 
no legal or procedural lacking in dismissing the applications 
of tiie woikman Sh. Sahender Singh for his appointment on 
compensatory grounds as the dependant of Late 
Sh. Uday Ram. There is no scope for this Tribunal to 
interfere in the decision of management. Accordingly, this 
industrial dispute is answered. Let Central Government be 
approached for publication of Award, and thereafter, file 
be consigned to record room. 

G K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 
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Bot h of the parties were afforded the opportunity 
n cording evidence. Evidence of the parties was record 
Relevant documents were also filed. This Tribunal a 
d reeled the management to file the proceedings of 
committee which considered the case of all the applica 
f< r compensatory appointment 

j I have heard the parties and their learned couns 
at length. Before moving ftirther, it will be proper to menti 
that on death of any employee the right to get job by a 
ol the dependant on compensatory ground is not 
at solute right. This right is a beneficial one to prevent t 
heirs/dependants of decreases from starvation. It is not 
su istantive right of the dependant of deceased. Meanii 
thi ;reby, it is not a substantive right that appointment sh; 
be made just on moving the application by any heir 


I 

W ^-22012/335/2003-^ 3m(#l?Hl)] 

New Delhi, the 2nd May, 2011 

S.O. 1471.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Centra! 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 77/2004) 
of the Centra! Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Sharda OCM, South 
Eastern Coalfields Limited, and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 2-5-2011 

[No. L-22012/335/2003-DR(CM*-II)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASARAO, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/77/2004 

Presiding Officer: Mohd. Shakir Hasan 

Shri Ramrishi Mishra, 

S/o Shri Baijnath Mishra, 

Ex-Explosive Carrier, 

Sharda Project, 

PO Mediaras, Distt, Shahdol 

Shahdol .... Workman 

Versus 

The Sub Area Manager, 

Sharda OCM, 

South Eastern Coalfields Limited, 

P.O. Amlai (OPM), Distt. Shahdol, 

Shahdol (MP) .... Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 18th day of April 2011 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/335/2003-IR(CM-II) dated 
29-6-04 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the Sub Area Manager, 
Sharda OCM of SECL in terminating the services of 
Shri Ramrishi Mishra is legal and justified ? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled ?” 

2. The workman did not appear inspite of proper 
notice. Lastly the then Tribunal proceeded ex parte against 
the workman on 20-11 -2006. 

3. The management appeared and filed Written 
Statement. The case of the management in short is that the 
workman was working as Explosive Carrier. He was 
chargesheeted on 16-2-2002 under clause 26.16 for 
committing misconduct by filing a Criminal Case No. 
449/2000 against two Executives and a staff. The case was 
ended in acquittal on 27-8-01. The workman submitted his 
reply of the chargesheet but it was found unsatisfactory. 
The Disciplinary Authority initiated a departmental enquiry. 
Shri B. M. Tripathi, Dy. Chief Personnel Manager was 
appointed as Enquiiy Officer. Shri K. S. Arya was appointed 
as Management Representative. The Enquiry Officer issued 
memo of enquiry on various dates. The same was received 
by the delinquent workman but did not appear in the 
departmental proceeding. Lastly the Enquiry Officer 
proceeded ex parte. The Management Representative 
examined three witnesses and also filed documentary 
evidence. The judgment of the criminal court was also filed 
which is Annexure M/9. After completion of the enquiry. 


the Enquiry Officer submitted enquiry repent. The 
Disciplinary Authority again show 1 caused the workman 
but the workman didnc^Hppear.ThfrDiscipitiafy Authority 
agreed with findings of die Enquiiy Officer and awarded 
punishment of dismissal from services which.is Annexure 
M/] 2. It is stated that if the departmentaiproceeding be 
vitiated, the managment be given opportunity to prove 
misconduct. On these grounds, it is subraitted that the 
reference be answered in favour of the management. 

, 4.On the basis of reference and pleadings of the 
management, the following issues are for adjudication : 

(I) Whether the departmental proceeding 
l conducted by the management against the 

workman is legal and justified ? 

(II) Whether the punishment of dismissal on the 
wokrman is legal and justified ? 

(HI) To what relief the workman is entitled? 
5.lksueNo,I 

Since the proceeding is ex parte as such this issue is 
taken up finally alongwith other issues. The departmental 
enquiry papers show that the memo of notices were sent to 
the workman to appear in the departmental proceeding. 
Annexure M/7 shows that the delinquent workman had 
personally received the memo of enquiry. This clearly 
shows that the delinquent workman had foil knowledge of 
thel enquiry but even then he did not appear and did not 
participate in the departmental proceeding. The Enquiry 
Officer had rightly proceeded ex parte against the workman. 
It Appears that reasonable opportunity was provided to 
the| workman to defend himself. I find and hold that the 
departmental enquiry conducted against the workman was 
legjal and justified. This issue is accordingly answered. 

6 . Issue No. II 

Since there is no evidence in rebuttal of the evidence 
adduced against the workman either in departmental 
prcceeding or in the Tribunal. I do not find any reason to 
interfere in the order of punishment. Thus the order of 
punishment appears to be legal and justified. This issue is 
also decided in favour of the management. 

7. Issue No. Ill 

On the basis of the discussion made above, I find 
that the workman is not entitled to any relief. The reference 
is Accordingly answered.i 

8 . In the result, the award is passed without any 
order to costs. 

9. Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Gbvememnt of India, Ministry of Labour and Employment 
as per rules. 

MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2011 

S.O. 1472.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 21/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Lucknow as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of N. E. Railway and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 25-4-2011. 

[No. L-41012/01/2007-IR(B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW 

PRESENT: 


Dr. MANJU NIGAM,. Presiding Officer 
I.D. No. 21/2007 

Ref. No. L-41012/01/2007-IR{B-I) dated: 23-05-2007 
BETWEEN 

Shri J agat Prasad Sonkar 

S/o Shri Shiv Nath Sonkar 

House No. 6/14/B, Varuna Vihar Colony 

Cantt. Varanasi (UP) 

AND 

The Sr. Divisional Auditor Officer 
N. E. Railway 
Office of the DRM 
| Varanasi (UP) 

AWARD 


L By order No. L-41012/01/2007-IR(B-I) dated 
23-05-2007 the Central Government in the Ministry of 
L abour. New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by clause 
01) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section (2A) of Section 10 
o f the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) referred 
this industrial dispute between Shri Jagat Prasad Sonkar 
S o Shri ShivNath Sonkar, House No. 6/14/B, Varuna Vihar 


Colony, Cantt., Varanasi and the Sr. Divisional Audit Officer, 
N.E. Railway, Office of the DRM, Varanasi (UP) for 
adjudication: 

2 \ The reference under adjudication is: 

“Whether the action of the management of North 
East Railway, Lahartara, Varanasi in terminating the 
services of Shri Jagat Prasad Sonkar w.e.f.29-12-2005 
is justified ? If not, what relief the applicant is entitled 
to ?” 

3. The case of the workman, Jagat Prasad Sonkar, in 
brief, is that he was appointed, orally, in the Office of Senior 
Audit Officer, Varanasi for work of Peon in January 2002 
and worked as such up to 28-12-2005, continuously for 
more than 240 days in a calendar year. The workman has 
submitted that he worked all working days in a month; but 
\yas paid not more than 15 days in a month, which amounts 
to unfair labour practice on the part of the management. He 
has alleged that the management shown him as casual 
labour in its documents in spite of the fact that nature of 
job done by him was of regular nature; and has firnher 
alleged that the management ‘illegally’ terminated his 
services w.e.f. 29-12-2005 by oral order without any notice 
or notice pay in lieu thereof or any retrenchment 
compensation. Accordingly, the workman has prayed that 
his termination w.e.f. 29-12-2005 be declared illegal and he 
be reinstated in the service with back wag£s and continuity 
in service. 

4. The opposite party has disputed the claim of the 
workman by way of filing its written statement; wherein it 
has specifically mentioned that the workman, Jagat Prasad 
used to be engaged for 15 days for short term and casual 
nature of work as per requirement and he was not engaged 
when such work was not available; and further, it has 
submitted that in light of various pronouncements of 
Hon’ble Apex Court, any appointment made without in 
accordance with Departmental Rules shall be deemed to be 
valid; and any engagement contrary to Rules, no matter for 
how long it continues, shall have no right for regular 
appointment. The management has also given details of 
the working days of the workman, which specifies that the 
workman workerd for 171 days in the year 2002,144 days in 
2003,75 days in 2004 and 165 days in 2005. The opposite 
party has also submitted that the office of the Senior 
Divisional Audit Officer carries out audit of the accounts 
of the North Eastern Railway and is subordinate to the 
Comptroller General, Government of India and it is not a 
part and parcel of the Railways, thus, the nature of work 
done by it is of sovereign nature and accordingly, it is not 
covered with the definition of Section 2 J of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. The managementhas specially denied 
that the workman ever worked for 240 days in any calendar 
year and th<Pprovisions of Industrial Disputes Act were 
applicable on it and accordingly, it has prayed that the 
claim of the workman be rejected without any relief to him. 
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5 . The workman has filed its rejoinder wherein apart 
from reiterating the averments made in his statement of 
claim he has submitted that it is impossible to accept for 
him that the opposite party is an independent unit under 
Controller General of India as he was paid salary on 
approval of Divisional Finance Manager of the railway and 
also, all the employees employed in the office of Senior 
Divisional Audit Officer were provided railway pass and 
stationary by the railway. Further, he has submitted that 
the work was taken in the office of Senior Divisional Audit 
Officer, North Eastern Railway, Varanasi and the payments 
were made by the Divisional Rail Manager, North Eastern 
Railway, Varanasi. 

6. The parties have not filed any documentary proof 
in support of their respective claim. The workman filed its 
evidence on 29-7-2010 and the next dated was fixed for 
cross-examination on 14-10-2009. When the management 
did not turned for cross-examination of the workman the 
case was ordered to proceed ex-parte against the 
management and next date was fixed for arguments on 
18-10-2009. Thereafter, several dates were fixed but the 
parties did not turn up to forward any arguments; however, 
the authorized representative of the opposite party 
appeared on 4-3-2010; but since thereafter did not turn up 
consecutively on 5-5-2010, 16-6-2010, 30-7-2010, 
13-10-2010,25-10-2010,8-12-2010,9-2-2011 and23-3-2011. 
When none come forward to advance any argument the 
file was reserved for award. 

7 . I have gone through entire record available on 
the file. 

8 . It is the case of the workman that he has been 
appointed, orally, in the office of Senior Audit Officer, 
Varanasi for work of Peon in January 2002 and worked as 
such up to 28-12-2005, continuously for more than 240 
days in a calendar year and he has been paid for not more 
than 15 days in a month though he worked for all working 
days; and his services has been terminated illegally by an 
oral order without giving him any notice, notice or 
retrenchment compensation; moreover, as per averments 
of the workman, the work was taken in the office of Senior 
Divisional Audit Officer, North Eastern Railway, Varanasi 
and the payments were made by the Divisional Rail 
Manager, North Eastern Railway, Varanasi. He, has 
neitherfiled any documentary proof in support of his claim 
nor has tried to summon the same for the management. He 
has simplyfiled his evidence on affidavit wherein he has 
reiterated the averments made by him the statement of claim. 
The management has not turned up to cross-examine the 
workman. 

9. Per contra, the opposite party apart from taking 
plea that it does not comes with the definition of ‘ industry 
as defined in Section 2 J of the Act has submitted that the 
services of the workman were availed as and when required, 
for the 15 days in a month for carrying out jobs of casual 
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nature. However, the management did not enter into witness 
box to support its stand or to rebut the submissions made 
iby the workman in the rejoinder that the work was taken 
from him in the office of Senior Divisional Audit Officer, 
North Eastern Railway, Varanasi and the payments were 
made by the Divisional Rail Manager, North Eastern Railway, 
Varanasi; and accordingly, the opposite party may be 
treated an ‘industry’ as specified in Section 2 J of the Act. 

10. It is well settled that if a party challenges the 
legality of order, the burden lies upon him to prove illegality 
of the order and if no evidence is produced the party 
invoking jurisdiction of the court must fail. In the present 
case burden was on the workman to set out the grounds to 
challenge the validity of the termination order and to prove 
the termination order was illegal. It was the case of the 
workman that he had worked for more than 240 days in the 
year concerned. This claim has been denied by the 
management; therefore, it was for the workman to lead 
evidence to show that he had in fact worked up to 240 days 
in the year preceding his alleged termination. In (2002) 3 
SCC 25 Range Forest Officer vs S. T. Hadimani Hon’blo 
Apex Court has observed as under : 

“It was the case of the claimant that he had so worked 
but this claim was denied by the appellant. It was 
then for the claimant to lead evidence to show that 
he had in fact worked for 240 days in the year 
preceding his termination. Filing of an affidavit is 
only his own statement in his favour and that can 
not be regarded as sufficient evidence for any court 
or tribunal to come to the conclusion that a workman 
had, in fact, worked for 240 days or order or record of 
appointment or engagement for that period was 
produced by the workman. On this ground alone, 
the award is liable to be set aside.” 

11. Analyzing its earlier decisions on the aforesaid 
point Hon’ble Apex Court has observed in 2006 (108) FLR 
R.M. Yellatti and Asstt. Executive Engineer as follow: 

“It is clear that the provisions of the evidence Act in 
terms do not apply to the proceedings under Section 
10 ofthe Industrial Disputes Act. However, applying 
general principles and on reading the aforestated 
judgments we find that this Court has repeatedly 
taken the view that the burden of proof is on the 
claimant to show that he had worked 240 days in a 
given year. This burden is discharged only upon the 
workman stepping in the witness box. This burden is 
discharged upon the workman adducing cogent 
evidence, both oral and documentary. In cases or 
termination of services of daily wages earner, there 
will be no letter of appointment or termination. There 
will also be no receipt or proof of payment. Thus, in 
most cases, the workman (claimant) can only call 
upon the employer to produce before the Court the 
nominal muster roll for the given period, the letter of 
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appointment or termination, if any, the wage register, 
the attendance register etc. Drawing of adverse 
inference ultimately would depend thereafter on facts 
of each case. The above decisions however make it 
clef ** mere affidavits or self serving statements 
made by the claimant/workmafi will no suffice in the 
matter of discharge of the burden placed by law on 
tiie workman to prove that he had worked for 240 
days in a given year. The above judgments further 
lay down that mere non production of muster rolls 
per se without any plea of suppression by the 
claimant workman will not be the ground for the 
tribunal to draw an adverse inference against the 
management” 

12. In the present case the workman has stated that 

las worked continuously for 240 days, but has not 
toced any document either photocopy or original in 
'ort of his oral evidence. Merely pleadings are no 
ititute for proof. Initial burden of establishing the fact 
' -ontinpous work for 240 days in a year was on the 
>i km an but he has failed to discharge the above burden, 
e re is no reliable material for recording findings that the 
« <man had worked more than 240 days in the preceding 
u from tiie date of his alleged termination and the alleged 
lust or illegal order of termination was passed by the 
igement. 

13. Accordingly, the reference is adjudicated against 
workman Jagat Prasad Sonkar; and I come to the 
k lusion that he is not entitled to any relief 

14. Award as above. 
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Dr. MANJU NIGAM, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 3rd May, 20 11 

>. 0 . 1473.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
ial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
tment hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 29/2005) 

(Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
t, Mumbai as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
ute between the employers in relation to the 
manag ;ment of The Catholic Syrian Bank Ltd. and their 


OT2H-20M hiCh WaS reCeived by the Central Government 

[No. L-12012/76/2005-IR(B-I)l 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

annexure 

before THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1 AT MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

Justice G S. Sarraf, Presiding Officer 

Reference No. CGIT-29 OF 2005 

Employers in relation to the management of 
The Catholic Syrian Bank Ltd. 

And 


APPEARANCES: 
For the Management 
For the Workman 
State 


Their Workman 


No appearance 
No appearance 
Maharashtra 


Mumbai, the 15th April, 2011 
AWARD 

This is a reference made by the Central Government 
in exercise of its powers under clause (d) of sub-section fl) 
and sub-section ( 2 A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 vide Government of India, Ministry of 

Labour New Delhi Order No. L-l 2 OI 2 / 76 / 20 O 5 -IR(B-l)dated 

22-11-2005. The terms of reference given in the schedule is 
as follows: 

Whether the action of the management of Catholic 
Syrian Bank Limited in awarding punishment of 
lowering of two stages in the existing scale of pay 
for a period of two years 1 on Shri K. G Subhash, 
Clerk-cum-cashier vide order dated 24*6-2004 is 
justified, proper and proportionate to the alleged 
misconduct ? If not, what relief the workman is 
entitled to V 

2. Both the parties are absent. The notices were 
issued to the parties and service has been effected by 
registered post. Since the parties have not turned up despite 
service of notices to contest the reference, the same is 
liable to be disposed of for non-prosecution! 

3. Reference is accordingly disposed offer non- 
prosecution. 

Justice G S. SARRAF, Presiding Officer 
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■^1^#, 4^, 2011 

<$T. 3H. 1474. —dj | g| l Pl4> fa<414 3*fafWT, 1947 (1947 
14) 4Tt NRT 17 ^ 4*, TTT^R ^ ^ ^ 

^ ^ FPlWfcT 3ffk -3^ 4>44>KT ^ 

3T3^'^ 4 TR^TR afkilPl^ 

aifi r ^ Fl i.-II, Wftl5 ^(wf WIT 50,51,55,58 
cf«TT 59/2010) ^ y+ir^ ^cdt ♦, ««>k ^ 

4-5-2011 ^ 3IFft ^3TT «TT I 

[U T^-42012/55, 56,64,61,59/2010-31^ 3TR(^t^)] 

cfhNt, 3&K <nfaq 

New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 

S.O. 1474.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. Nos. 50,51, 
55,58 and 59/2010) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown 
in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management ofNPTC and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 4-5-2011. 

(No. L42012/55,56,64,61,59/2010-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

PRESENT: 

SRI A. K. RASTOGI, Presiding Officer 

Case Nos. IJ>. 50,51,55,58 and 59/2010 
Registered on 30-8-2010 

I.D. 50/2010 

1. Sh. Sanjay Kumar S/o Sh. Sunder Ram, Village 
Chhatter PO Dhawal, Tehsil-Sundemagar (HP). 

I.D. 51/2010 

2. Sh.Chuni Lai S/o ShriSita Ram, Village Jukhari,PO 
Galot, Tehsil Nalagarh, Solan (HP). 

I.D. 55/2010 

3. Sh. Manoj Kumar S/o Shri Fuen Ram, Vlll. and P.O. 
Slapper, Tehsil-Sundemagar, Mandi (HP). 

I.D. 58/2010 

4. Sh. Anil Kumar S/o Shri Rikhi Ram, VPOKasol, Tehsil 
and District Bilaspur (HP). 


I.D. 59/2010 

5. Sh. Batan Singh S/o Late Sukh Ram, VPO Sainu, 
Tehsil Sadar, Distt Bilaspur (HP). Applicants 

Versus 

1. The General Manager, Kol Dam Hydro Electric Power 
Project, NTPC, VPO Barmana, Bilaspur. 

2 The Managing Director, M/s. AKS Engineers and 
Contractors, Kol Dam Hydro Electric Power Project, 
Sanjay Sadan, Chhota Shimla-171002. 

3. The Project Manager, Italian Thai Development Co. 
Ltd., Kol Dam Hydro Electric Power Project, Village 
Kayan, PO Slapper, Teh. Sundemagar, Mandi (HP). 

Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

For die Workmen : None for workmen. 

For die Management : Mr. V. P. Singh, Advocate 
for respondent No. 1. 

Sh. Hem Raj Sharma, 

Sr. Manager (HR and IR) AR 
for respondent No. 3. 

AW/RD 

Passed on 20th April, 2011 

Central Government vide Notification: 

No. L-42012/55/2010/IR(DU)) Dated 10-8-2010 

No. L-42012/56/2010/IR(DU)) Dated 10-8-2010 

No. L-42012/64/20 10/IR(DU)) Dated 10-8-2010 

No. L-42012/61/2010/IR(DU)) Dated 10-8-2010 

No. L-42012/59/2010/IR(DU)) Dated 10-8-2010 

by exercising its powers under Section 10, Sub Section (1), 
Clause (d) and Sub-section 2(A) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as Act) has referred the 
scheduled industrial disputes for adjudication to this 
Tribunal. The references were registered as No. 50/2010, 
51/2010,55/2010,58/2010 and 59/2010 respectively. 

In all the above mentioned references a common 
question is involved i.e. 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
A.K.S. Engineers and Contractors, a contractor 
engaged by NTPC, Kol Dam, Hydro Electric Power 
Project, Bilaspur (HP) in terminating the services of 
their workmen S/Sh. Sanjay Kumar of ID No. 50 of 
2010, Chuni Lai of ID No. 5 1 of2010, Manoj Kumar of 
ID No. 55 of 2010, Anil Kumar of ID No. 58 of 20 10 
and Batan Singh of ID No. 59 of 2010 is legal and 
justified. If not what relief the workmen are entitled 
to? 
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I After receiving the References, notices were issued 
to the parties to appear. Claimants and respondent No. 2 
did not appear dispite notices sent by registered post to 
thfrn. Their notices were not received back undelivered 
H mce service was presumed on them. Case was ordered 
to p'roceed ex-parte against respondent No. 2. But as the 
cc ncemed workmen neither appeared nor filed their Claim 
St itements, hence the references are answered against the 
w< >rkmen concerned. A copy of the award be placed on the 
fil s of ID. 50/2010,51/2010,55/2010,58/2010 and 59/2010 
ea :h. Let two copies of award after due compliance be sent 
to the Central Government for further necessary action. 

ASHOK KUMAR RASTOGL Presiding Officer 

if 2011 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 

S.O. 1475.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
G°' r emment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 37/ 
200 6) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Lab our Court No. I, Chandigarh, as shown in the Annexure 
in tl le Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to tl e management of MES and their workman, which was 
recc ived by theCentral Government on 4-5-2011. 

[No. L-14012/17/2006-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Undo* Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHBIGYANENDRAKUMAR SHARMA, 

I PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 

IN !)USTRIALTRIBUNAL<TJM-LABOUR COURT-I, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case No. ID 37/2006 

Shri Ajit Kumar son of Shri Om Parkash. 

C/o. Shri Dinesh Kumar and Chaman Lai, 
auth >rised representative of the workman. 

How eNo. 431, Sector-15A, 

Chandigarh ...Applicant 

Versus 

The < Jarrison Engineer (Utility), 

Bhat nda Military Station, 

Bhat ndaCantt., Bhatinda ...Respondent 


APPEARANCES: 
For the Workman 
For the management 


For the management Shri Indel Prashad, G. E. Utility, 
Bhatinda. 

AWARD 

Passed on 15-4-2011, Camp Ferozepur 

Central Govt, vide notification No. L-14012/17/2006- 
IR(DU), dated 16th of June, 2006 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“Whether the action of the management of MES, 
Bhatinda in terminating the services of Shri Ajit 
Kumar son of Shri Om Parkash. Ex-Operation and 
Maintenance of A.C. Plants, Store/Godown. EML 
Workshop, Core Headquarters w.e.f. 18-12-2004 is 
just and legal ? If not, what relief the workman is 
entitled to?” 

Case is taken up for r&brding the evidence of the 
workman. Workman despite knowledge is not present for 
his evidence from the last many hearings. No reasonable 
explanation on behalf of the workman has been given for 
his absence. The reference is already five years old. It 

appears that workman is not interested to pursue with the 

present reference. In view of the above, the present 
reference is returned to the Central Govt, for want of 
prosecution. Central Govt, be informed. File be consigned. 

iSif* 1 ' G K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 

^^#,4^, 2011 

3TT. 1476.—aJtejtfij* RWK 3lfaf=raR, 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 

S.O. 1476.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 44/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial TribunaJ-cum- 
Labour Court No. I, Chandigarh, as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of MES and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 4-5-2011. 

[No. L-I4012/18/2006-IR(DU)| 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAIXTJM-LABOUR COURT-I, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case No. ID 44/2006 

Shri Shaminder Singh son of Mithu Singh, 

C/o. Shri Dinesh Kumar and Cham an Lai, 

Authorised Representative of the workman, 

House No. 431, Sector-15 A, 

Chandigarh ... Applicant 

Versus 

The Garrison Engineer (Utility), 

Bhatinda Military Station, 

Bhatinda Cantt., Bhatinda ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman : None 

For the management : Shri Indel Prashad, G E. Utility, 
Bh&tinda. 

AWARD 

Passed on 15-4-2011, Camp Ferozepur 

Central Govt, vide notification No. L-14012/18/2006- 
IR(DU) dated 16th of June, 2006 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“Whether the action of the management of MES, 
Bhatinda in terminating the services of Shri 
Shaminder Singh son of Mithu Singh. Ex-Operation 
and Maintenance of A.C. Plants, Store/Godown. 
EME Workshop, Core Headquarters w.e.f. 21-9-2004 
is just and legal ? If not, what relief the workman is 
entitled to ?” 

Case is taken up for recording the evidence of the 
workman. Workman despite knowledge is not present for 
his evidence from the last many hearings. No reasonable 
explanation on behalf of the workman has been given for 
his absence. The reference is already five years old. It 
appears that workman is not interested to pursue with the 
present reference. In view of the above, the present 
reference is returned to the Central Govt, for want of 
prosecution. Central Govt, be informed. File be consigned. 

Chandigarh. G K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 

15-4-2011 

2011 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 

S.O. 1477—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Art, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 38/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Chandigarh, as shown in the Annexure, 
in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of MES and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 4-5-2011. 

[No. L-14012/19/2006-IR(DU) ] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-1, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case No. ID 38/2006 

Shri Sanjay Kumar 

C/o. Shri Dinesh Kumar and Chaman Lai, 

Authorised Representative of the workman, 

House No. 431, Sector-15 A, 

Chandigarh ...Applicant 

Versus 

The Garrison Engineer (Utility), 

Bhatinda Military Station, 

Bhatinda Cantt. Bhatinda ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman : None 

For the Management : Shri Indel Prashad GE. Utility 
Bhatinda 

AWARD 

Passed on 15-4-2011, Camp Ferozepur 

Central Govt, vide Notification No. L-14012/19/2006- 
1R(DU) dated 16thof June, 2006 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“Whether the action of the management of MES 
Bhatinda in terminating the services of Shri Sanjay 
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Kumar, Ex-operation & Maintenance of A.C. Plants, 
Store/Godown. EME Workshop, Core Headquarters 
w.e.f. 18-12-2004 is just and legal. If not, what relief 
the concerned workman is entitled to ?” 

Case is taken up for recording the evidence of the 
workman. Workman despite knowledge is not present for 
lis evidence from the last many hearings. No reasonable 
' ^pl^ation on behalf of the workman has been given for 
] lis absence. The reference is already five years old. It 
< ippears that workman is not interested to pursue with the 
present reference. In view of the above, the present 
leference is returned to the Central Govt, for want of 
1 irosecution. Central Govt, be informed. File be consigned. 

jj-g* GK. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 

4 2011 


Versus 

The Garrison Engineer (Utility), 

Bhatinda Military Station, 

Bhatinda Cantt. Bhatinda ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman * None 

For the Management : Shri Indel Prashad GE. Utility 
Bhatinda. 

AWARD 

Passed on 15-4-2011, Camp Ferozepur 

Central Govt, vide Notification No. L-14012/3/2006- 
IR(DU) dated 16th of June, 2006 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 


3 U 1 1478 .—atailRlch faclK 3 #rfw? ( 1947 (1947 

T^> . m i7j^pOT 4f, mm <£ 

^ eb44»l<T 

^ f ^ 4* mm afefl fr n> 

46/2006) ^ 

Vitim mft t, -3ft ^ 4-5-2011 WZ 

ip 8?T I 

W R?r-14012/3/2006-3T^ 3?R (^)] 

j rThn), sm 

New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 

S.O. 1478. In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref, No. 46/ 
2 ( 06) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
U bour Court No. 1, Chandigarh, as shown in the Annexure 
in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of MES and their workman, which was 
re :eived by the Central Government on 4-5-2011. 


“Whether the action of the management of MES 
Bhatinda in terminating the services of Shri Paramjit 

Singh son of Kartar Singh, Ex-operation & 
Maintenance of A.C. Plants, Store/Godown. EME 
Workshop, Core Headquarters w.e.f. 21 -9-2004 is just 
and legal. If not, what relief is the concerned 
workman is entitled to 7” 

Case is taken up for recording the evidence of the 
workman. Workman despite knowledge is not present for 
his evidence from the last many hearings. No reasonable 
explanation on behalf of the workman has been given for 
his absence. The reference is already five years old. It 
appears that workman is not interested to pursue with the 
present reference. In view of the above, the present 
reference is returned to the Central Govt, for want of 
prosecution. Central Govt, be informed. File be consigned. 

Chandigarh. GK. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 

154-2011 

4 2011 


[No. H4012/3/2006-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

| annexure 

t FORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 
USTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, 
CHANDIGARH 



^T. 3TT. 1479.—aftellOl* STfaftqq, 1947 (1947 

^>T 14) 9RT17 4f, qt 

Wtflfa ^>44)l<f q> 

4 4' mm atartfrnF 

3rf ^ T >T * 4 ,^ 1 32/2006) qft 

iwm 1 


Shfi 

m 


Case No. ID 46/2006 


i Paramjit Singh S/o. Kartar Singh, 

- Shri Dinesh Kumar and Chaman Lai, 
u horised Representative of the workman, 
No. 431, Sector-15 A, 


oiise 


Chlndigarh 


.Applic 


W- RW-14012/4/2006-3H< m (*ty) J 

New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 

S.O. 1479.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
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Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No: 32/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Chandigarh, as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of MES and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
4-5-2011. 

[No. Lr14012/4/2006-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case No. ID 32/2006 

Shri Jaganandan Singh S/o. Shri Mukhtiar Singh, 

C/o Shri Pinesh Kumar and Chaman Lai, 

Authorised Representative of the workman. 

House No. 431, Sector-15 A, 

Chandigarh ...Applicant 

Versus 


The Garrison Engineer (Utility), 

Bhatinda Military Station, 

Bhatinda Cantt. Bhatinda Respondent 


APPEARANCES: 


For the Workman 

: None 

For the Management 

Shri Indel Prashad, GE. Utility 
Bhatinda 


AWARD 


Passed on 15-4-2011, Camp Ferozepur 

Central Govt, vide Notification No. L-14012/4/2006- 
IR(DU) dated 16th of June, 2006 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“Whether the action of the management of MES 
Bhatinda in terminating the services of Shri 
Jaganandan Singh son of Shri Mukhtiar Singh, Ex¬ 
operation & Maintenance of A.C. Plants, Store/ 
Godown. EME Workshop, Core Headquarters w.e.f. 
18-12-2004 is just and legal. Ifnot, to what relief is 
the concerned workman is entitled to ?” 

Case is taken up for recording the evidence of the 
workman. Workman despite knowledge is not present for 
his evidence from the last many hearing. No reasonable 
explanation on behalf of the workman has been given for 
his absence. The reference is already five years old. It 
appears that workman is not interested to pursue with the 
present reference. In view of the above, the present 


reference is returned to the Central Govt, for want of 
prosecution. Central Govt, be informed. File be consigned. 

qhandigarh. G. K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 

1^4-2011 

2011 

eRt 3TT. 1480.—3rfM*i4R,.1947 (1947 
14) *rrcr 17 ^ 4, ^ 

foiiTOf '3^ **>44*1# 

aftatfTO I^t k 4 zMfn* 

43/2006)^1 

cReit t, ^ 4-5-2011 ^ ^ 

fsn *n i 

[ri. t^T-14012/5/2006- 

cfW4, 

New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 

S.O. 1480.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 43/ 

C if the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Court No. 1, Chandigarh, as shown in the Annex*; 
in the industrial dispute between the employers in relatio; 
to the management of MES and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 4-5-2011. 

[No.L-14012/5/2006-IR(DU)l 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-1, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case No. ID 43/2006 

Shri Sahib Singh son of Baldev Singh, 

C/o. Shri Dinesh Kumar and Chaman Lai, 
authorised representative of the workman. 

House No. 431, Sector-15 A, 

Chandigarh ... Applicant 

t 

Versus 

The GarrisonEngineer (Utility), 

Bhatinda Military Station, 

Bhatinda Cantt. Bhatinda • Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman : None 

For the management Shri Indel Prashad,GE. Utility 
Bhatinda. 



AWARD 

Passed on 15-4-2011, Camp Ferozepur 

' 

ro/r^ e !' tra ! GoVt vide notification No. L-14012/5/2006- 

®(DU) dated 16th of June, 2006has referred the following 

dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

Whether the action of the management of MES 
Bhatinda in terminating the services of Shri Sahib 
Singh son of Baldev Singh, Ex-operation & 
Maintenance of A.C. Plants, .Store/Godown. EME 
Workshop, Core headquarters w.e.f. 18-12-2004 is just 
and legal. If not, what relief is the concerned 
workman is entitled to ?” 


Case is taken up for recording the evidence of foe 
l ' orkman - Workman despite knowledge is not present for 
1 is evidence from foe last many hearings. No reasonable 
explanation tm behalf of the workman has been given for 
his absence. The reference is already five years old. It 
a ’pears that workman is not interested to pursue with the 
present reference. In view of the above, the present 
reference is returned to the Central Govt, for want of 
p osecuhon. Central Govt, be informed. File be consigned. 

Cimigarh. GK.SHARMA, Presiding Officer 


AIXWtSXUKE 


C^'garh. GK. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 

^ 4 2011 
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New Delhi, foe 4th May, 20 11 

t S ’°* 1481 ~ In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 42 / 
20 G 6 ) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
LabourCourtNo. l,Chandigarh, asshownintheAnnexure 
in tl te industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to tl e management of MES and their workman, which was 
rece ived by the Central Government on 4 - 5-2011 

[No. L-14012/6/2006-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 


SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
^SIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

industrial tribunal-cum-labour COURT-I 

CHANDIGARH 

Case No. ID 42/2006 

Shri Manjit Singh son of Gurmail Singh, 

C/o Shri Dinesh Kumar and Cham an Lai, 
authorised representative of the workman 
House No. 431, Sector-15A, 

Ch “ digarh ...Applicant 

Versus 

The Garrison Engineer (Utility), 

Bhatinda Military Station, 

BhatindaCantt.,Bhatinda ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman : None 

For the management : ShrilndelPrashadGE Utilhv 


... Respondent 


For the management : Shri IndelPiashad,GE. Utility 
Bhatinda. 

AWARD 

Passedon 15-4-2011,CampFerozepur 

Central Govt, vide notification No. L-14012/6/2006- 
IR(DU) dated 16th of June, 2006 has refetred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

Whether the action of foe management of MES 
Bhatinda in terminating the services of Shri Manjit 
Singh son of Gurmail Singh, Ex-operation & 
Maintenance of A.C. Plants, Store/Godown. EME 
Workshop, Core headquarters w.e.f. 18-12-2004 is just 
and legal. If not, what relief .is the concerned 
workman is entitled to V 

Case is taken up for recording foe evidence of the 
workman. Workman despite knowledge is not present for 
his evidence from the last many hearings. No reasonable 
explanation on behalf of the workman has been given for 
his absence. Die reference is already five years old. It 
appears that workman is not interested to pursue with the 
present reference. In view of the above, the present 
reference is returned to the Central Govt, for want of 
prosecution. Central Govt, be informed. File be consigned. 

SSr GKSHARMA - Presiding Officer 

^ 4 2011 
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3rfW*T WIT 41/2006)^1 

TOlfVld ^FTcft t, ^ ^ 4-5-2011 ^ TOT 

f 3 TT SIT I 

[TT.^-14012/7/2006-3n£ 31R(^)] 
cfcnt, srar <nP^q 

New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 

S.O. 1482.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 41/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Chandigarh, as shown in the Annexure 
in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of MES and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 4-5-2011. 

[No. L-14012/7/2006-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COUKT-I, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case No. ID 41/2006 

Shri Darshan Singh son of Balbir Singh, 

C/o Shri Dinesh Kumar and Chaman Lai, 

Authorised Representative of the workman. 

House No. 431, Sector-15 A, 

Chandigarh ...Applicant 

Versus 

The Garrison Engineer (Utility), 

Bhatinda Military Station, 

BhatindaCantt., Bhatinda ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman : None 

For the management : Shri Indel Prashad, GE. Utility 

Bhatinda. 

AWARD 

Passed on 15-4-2011, Camp Ferozepur 

Central Govt, vide notification No. L-14012/7/2006- 
IR(DU) dated 16th of June 2006 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“Whether the action of the management of MES 
Bhatinda in terminating the services of Shri Darshan 
Singh son of Balbir Singh, Ex-operation & 
Maintenance of A.C. Plants, Store/Godown. EME 
Workshop, Core headquarters w.e.f. 18-12-2004 is just 
and legal. If not, what relief the concerned workman 
is entitled to ?” 


Case is taken up for recording the evidence of the 
workman. Workman despite knowledge is not present for 
his evidence from the last many hearings. No reasonable 
explanation on behalf of the workman has been given for 
his absence. Hie reference is already five years old. It 
appears that workman is not interested to pursue with the 
present reference. In view of the above, the present 
reference is returned to the Central Govt, for want of 
prosecution. Central Govt, be informed. File be consigned. 

Chandigarh. GK. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 

15-4-2011 

"TT? 4 , 2011 

W. 3TT. 1483.— fadK 1947 (1947 

«FT 14 ) *JTCT 17 *K<bK ^ 
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*JT I 

! [UTO-14012/8/2006-3TT^3TR(^H)| 

New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 

S.O. 1483.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 40/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. I, Chandigarh, as shown in the Annexure 
jn the industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of MES and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 4-5-2011. 

[No. L-14012/8/2006-IR(DU)| 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-1, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case No. ID 40/2006 

Shri Beant Singh S/o Banta Singh, 
t/o Shri Dinesh Kumar and Chaman Lai, 

Authorised Representative of the workman, 

House No. 431, Sector-15A, 

Chandigarh ... Applicant 

Versus 

The Garrison Engineer (Utility), 

Bhatinda Military Station, 

Bhatinda Cantt. Bhatinda ...Respondent 
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APPEARANCES: 
For the Workman 
For the Mangement 


None 


Shri Indel Prashad GE. Utility 
Bhatinda 


AWARD 


Passed on 15-4-2011, Camp Ferozepur 

Central Govt vide Notification No. L-14012/8/2006- 
IR(DU) dated 16th of June, 2006 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 


“Whether the action of the management of MES 
Bhatinda in terminating the services of Shri Beant 
Singh son of Banta Singh, Ex-operation & 
Maintenance of A.C, Plants, Store/Godown. EME 
Workshop, Core headquarters w.e.f. 18-12-2004 is just 
and legal. If not, what relief is the concerned 
workman is entitled ?” 


Case is taken up for recording the evidence of the 
workman. Workman despite knowledge is not present for 
lis evidence from the last many hearings. No reasonable 
explanation on behalf of the workman has been given for 
lis absence. The reference is already five years old. It 
ippears that .workman is not interested to pursue with the 
present reference. In view of the above, the present 
eference is returned to the Central Govt, for want of 
irosectuion. Central Govt, be informed. File be consigned. 

Chandigarh. GK. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 

154-2011 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 

S.O. 1484.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 

1 idustrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 48/ 

2 006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
I abour Court No. 1, Chandigarh, as shown in the Annexure 
ii l the industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
t< > the management of MES and their workman, which was 
r ;ceived by the Central Government on 4-5-2011. 


[No. 14 4012/9/2006-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 


BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT-I, 
CHANDIGARH 


Case No. ID 48/2006 


Shri Haijit Singh S/o Samundar Singh, 

C/o Shri Dinesh Kumar and Chaman Lai, 
Authorised Representative of the workman, 
House No. 431, Sector-15 A, 

Chandigarh 


...Applicant 


Versus 


The Garrison Engineer (Utility), 
Bhatinda Military Station, 
Bhatinda Cantt. Bhatinda 


... Respondent 


APPEARANCES: 


For the Workman 
For the Management 


None 


Shri Indel Prashad, GE Utility 
Bhatinda 


AWARD 


Passed on 15-4-2011, Camp Ferozepur 

Central Govt, vide Notification No. L-14012/9/2006- 
IR(DU) dated 16th of June, 2006 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 


“Whether the action of the management of MES 
Bhatinda in terminating the services of Shri Harjit 
Singh son of Samundar Singh, Ex-operation & 
Maintenance of A.C. Plants, Store/Godown. EME 
Workshop, Core Headquarters w.e.f. 74-2004 is just 
and legal. If not, what relief is the concerned 
workman is entitled to ?” 


Case is taken up for recording the evidence of the 
workman. Workman despite knowledge is not present for 
his evidence from the last many hearings. No reasonable 
explanation on behalf of the workman has been given for 
his absence. The reference is already five years old. It 
appears that workman is not interested to pursue with the 
present reference. In view of the above, the present 
reference is returned to the Central Govt, for want of 
prosection. Central Govt, be informed. File be consigned. 

Chandigarh. GK. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 

154-2011 
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3}f*j^TJT H.-I, 4 u i) J l<o ^ W (Wf TT^TT 36/2006 ) ^ 
U4>lftld i, ^FTT ^ 4-5-2011 3JT<T 
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din'll, 

* New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 

S.O. 1485. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 36/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. I, Chandigarh, as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of MES and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 4-5-2011. 

[No. L-14012/10/2006-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-f 
CHANDIGARH 

Case No. ID 36/2006 

Shri Kiran Pal S/o Shri Labh Singh, 

C/o Shri Dinesh Kumar and Chaman Lai, 

Authorised Representative of the workman, 

House No. 431, Sector-15 A, 

Chandigarh ...Applicant 

Versus 

The Garrison Engineer (Utility), 

Bhatinda Military Station, 

Bhatinda Cantt., Bhatinda ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman : None 

For the Management : Shri Indel Prashad GE. Utility, 
Bhatinda 

AWARD 

Passed on 15-4-2011, Camp Ferozepur 

Central Govt, vide notification No. L-14012/10/2006- 
IR(DU) dated 16th of June 2006 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication •: 

“Whether the action of the management of MES 
Bhatinda in terminating the services of Shri Kiran Pal 
son of Shri Labh Singh, Ex-Operation & 
Maintenance of A.C. Plants, Store/Godown. EME 
Workshop, Core headquarters w,e.f. 18-12-2004 is just 
and legal. If not, to what relief is the workman is 
entitled to ?” 


Case is taken up for recording the evidence of the 
workman. Workman despite knowledge is not present for 
his evidence from the last many hearings. No reasonable 
explanation on behalf of the workman has been given for 
his absence. The reference is already five years old. It 
appears that workman is not interested to pursue with the 
present reference. In view of the above, the present 
reference is returned to the Central Govt, for want of 
prosecution. Central Govt, be informed. File be consigned. 

Chandigarh. G K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 

154-2011 

2011 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 

S.O. 1486. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 45/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Chandigarh, as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of MES and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 4-5-2011. 

[No. L-14012/1 l/2006-IR(DU)l 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Sccy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-1, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case No. ID 45/2006 

Shri Nirrnal Singh son of Kehar Singh, 

C/o. Shri Dinesh Kumar and Chaman Lai, 

Authorised Representative of the workman, 

House No. 431, Sector-15 A, 

Chandigarh ... Applicant 

Versus 

The Garrison Engineer (Utility), 

Bhatinda Military Station, 

Bhatinda Cantt., Bhatinda - Respondent 
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: None 

• Shri Indel Prashad GE. Utility, 
Bhatinda 

AWARD 


ANNEXURE 


BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, 
CHANDIGARH 


Passed on 15-4-2011, Camp Ferozepur 


Central Govt, vide notification No. L-14012/11/2006- 
IR (DU) dated 16th of June 2006 has referred the following 
dij ;pute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 


“Whether the action of the management of MES 
Bhatinda in terminating the services of Shri Nirmal 
Singh son of Kehar Singh, Ex-Operation & 
Maintenance of A.C. Plants, Store/Godown. EME 
Workshop, Core Headquarters w.e.f. 21 -9-2004 is just 
and legal. If not, to what relief is the workman is 
entitled to ?” 


w< 

hisj 

ex; 

his 

ap A 

pr< 

refifr 

pn 
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Case is taken up for recording the evidence of the 
'orkman. Workman despite knowledge is not present for 
: s evidence from the last many hearings. No reasonable 
I lanation on behalf of the workman has been given for 
absence. The reference is already five years old. It 
ears that workman is not interested to pursue with the 
esent reference. In view of the above, the present 
" !rence is returned to the Central Govt, for want of 
ion. Central Govt, be informed. File be consigned. 


osecutii 


i^ndigarh. 

2011 


GK. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 


Case No. ID 47/2006 

Shri Gian Singh son of Hamam Singh, 

C/o. Shri Dinesh Kumar and Chaman Lai, 

Authorised Representative of the workman, 

House No. 431, Sector-15 A, 

Chandigarh ...Applicant 

Versus 

The Garrison Engineer (Utility), 

Bhatinda Military Station, 

Bhatinda Cantt, Bhatinda ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman : None 

For the management : Shri Indel Prashad, GE. Utility, 

Bhatinda. 

AWARD 

Passed on 15-4-2011, Camp Ferozepur 

Central Govt, vide notification No. L-14012/12/2006- 
IR(DU) dated 16th of June2006 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 


A’ 


W 
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j New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 

S.O. 1487.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Gov :mment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 47/ 
200t) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labc ur Court No. I, Chandigarh, as shown in the Annexure 
in th : Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to thi: management of MES and their workman, which was 
recei ved by the Central Government on 4-5-2011. 


[No. L-14012/12/2006-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 


“Whether the action of the management of MES 
Bhatinda in terminating the services of Shri Gian 
Singh son of Shri Hamam Singh, Ex-Operation & 
Maintenance of A.C. Plants, Store/Godown. EME 
Workshop, Core Headquarters w.e.f. 21-9-2004 is just 
and legal. If not, to what relief is the concerned 
workman is entitled to ?” 

Case is taken up for recording the evidence of the 
workman. Workman despite knowledge is not present for 
his evidence from the last many hearings. No reasonable 
explanation on behalf of the workman has been given for 
his absence. .The reference is already five years old. It 
appears that workman is not interested to pursue with the 
present reference. In view of the above, the present 
reference is returned to the Central Govt, for want of 
prosecution. Central Govt, be informed. File be consigned. 

Chandigarh. G. K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 

15-4-2011 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 

S.O. 1488.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 33/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Chandigarh, as shown in the Annexure 
in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of MES and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 4-5-2011. 

[No. L-14012/13/2006-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 
INDUSTRIAL TRTOUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case No. ID 33/2006 

Shri Baljit Singh son of Balbir Singh, 

C/o. Shri Dinesh Kumar and Chaman Lai, 

Authorised Representative of the workman. 

House No. 431, Sector-15A, 

Chandigarh' ...Applicant 

Versus 

The Garrison Engineer (Utility), 

Bhatinda Military Station, 

BhatindaCantt., Bhatinda — Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman : None 

For the management Shri Indel Prashad GE. Utility 

Bhatinda. 

AWARD 

Passed on 15-4-2011, Camp Ferozepur 

Central Govt, vide notification No. L-14012/13/2006- 
IR(DU) dated 16th of June, 2006 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“Whether the action of the management of MES 
Bhatinda in terminating the services of Shri Baljit 
Singh son of Balbir Singh, Ex-Operation & 
Maintenance of A.C. Plants, Store/Godown, EME 
Workshop, Core headquarters w.e.f. 18-12-2004 is just 
and legal. If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to T 


Case is taken up for recording the evidence of the 
workman. Workman despite knowledge is not present for 
his evidence from the last many hearings. No reasonable 
explanation on behalf of the workman has been given for 
his absence. The reference is already five years old. It 
appears that workman is not interested to pursue with the 
present reference. In view of the above, the present 
reference is returned to the Central Govt, for want of 
prosecution. Central Govt be informed. File be consigned. 

Chandigarh. G K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 

154-2011 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 

S f O. 1489. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, .1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hefeby publishes the award (Ref. No. 34/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No, 1, Chandigarh, as shown in the 
Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers 
in relation to die management of MES and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
4-5-2011. 

[No. L-14012/14/2006-IR(DU)l 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAUCUM-LABOUR COURT-1, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case No. ID 34/2006 

Shri Kewal Krishan son of Shri Bant Ram, 

C/o. Shri Dinesh Kumar and Chaman Lai, 

Authorised Representative of the workman, 

House No. 431, Sector-15 A, 

Chandigarh ...Applicant 

Versus 
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The Garrison Engineer (Utility), 
Bhatinda Military Station, 
Bhatinda Cantt., Bhatinda 


APPEARANCES; 
F< r the Workman 


F<jr the management : Shri Indel Prashad, GE. Utility, 
Bhatinda. 
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■ Respondent 


None 


AWARD 

Passed on 15-4-2011, Camp Ferozepur 

Central Govt, vide notification No. L-14012/14/2006- 
DU) dated 16th of June 2006 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

Whether the action of the management of MES 
Bhatinda in terminating die services of Shri Kewal 
Krishan son of Shri Bant Ram, Ex-Operation & 
Maintenance of A.C. Plants, Store/Godown, EME 
Workshop, Cone headquarters w.e.f. 18-12-2004 is just 
and legal. If not, to what relief is the concerned 
workman is entitled to ?” 


Case is taken up for recording the evidence of the 
n kman. Workman despite knowledge is not present for 
evidence from the last many hearings. No reasonable 
danationon behalf of the workman has been given for 
absence. The reference is already five years old. It 
ears that workman is not interested to pursue with the 
! ient reference. .In view of the above, the present 
erence is returned to the Central Govt, for want of 
>5 ecution. Central Govt. be informed. File be consigned. 

2 of ‘ SHARMA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 201 1 

S.O. 1490.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
trial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
■nment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 35/ 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 


ern 


. Respondent 


Labour Court No. I, Chandigarh, asshownintheAnnexurc 
in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of MES and their Workman, which was 
received by the Cehtral Government on 4-5-201 1 . 

(No. L-14012/15/2006-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR OOURT-I, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case No. ID 35/2006 

Shri Balwinder Singh S/o. Shri Kundan Singh, 

C/o. Shri Dinesh Kumar and Chaman Laj, 

Authorised Representative of the workman 
House No. 431, Sector-15 A, 

Chandigarh ...Applicant 

Versus 

The Garrisori Engineer (Utility), 

Bhatinda Military Station, 

Bhatinda Cantt., Bhatinda 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman : None 

For the Management : Shri Indel Prashad, GE. Utility, 
Bhatinda; 

AWARD 

Passed on 15-4-2011, Camp Ferozepur 

Central Govt, vide notification No. L-14012/15/2006- 
IR(DU) dated 16th of June2006 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

Whether the action of the management of MES 
Bhatinda in terminating the services of Shri Nirmal 
Singh son of Kundan Singh, Ex-Operation & 
Maintenance of A.C. Plante, Store/Godown, EME 
Workshop, Core Headquarters w.e.f. 18-12-2004 is 
just and legal. If not, to what relief is die workman 
entitled to ?” 

Case is taken up for recording the evidence of the 
workman. Workman despite knowledge is not present for 
his evidence from the last many hearings. No reasonable 
explanation on behalf of the workman has been given for 
his absence. The reference is already five years old. It 
appears that workman is not interested to pursue with the 
present reference. In view of the above, the present 
reference is returned to the Central Govt, for want of 
prosection. Central Govt, be informed. File be consigned. 

Chandigarh. GK. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 

15-4-2011 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 

S.O. 1491.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 274/ 
2005) of the Central Government industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh, as shown in the Annexure 
in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Air Force Station and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
4-5-2011. 

[No. L-14012/5/97-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri A.K. Rastogi, 

Presiding Officer 

Case No. ID 274/2005 
Registered on 21 -10-1997 

Sh. Attar Singh Ahuja, 

Resident of Near Narang Clinic, 

M.E.S. Power House, 

Rattanwal Road, Halwara, 

Ludhiana-141 106. 

(Since deceased) through LRs.: 

1. Smt. Geeta wife aged 49 years 

2. Ms. Pooja daughter aged 22 years 

3. Deepak son aged 20 years 

4. Ms. Arati daughter aged 17 years. 

Versus 

The Chief Administrative Officer, 

Air Force Station, Halwara (A.D.), 

Ludhiana-141106. 

APPEARANCES: 

For the workman Sh. R.P. S Rana, Advocate 

For the management : Sh. K.K. Thakur, Advocate 


AWARD 

Passed on April 18,2011 

Central Govt, vide notification No. L-14012/5/97- 
IR(DU) dated 27-8-1997, by exercising its powers under 
Section 10 Sub-section (1) Clause (d)and Sub-section 2( A) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to 
as Act) has referred the following industrial dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal; 

“Whether the action of the management of the Air 
Force Station, Halwara in terminating the services of 
Sh. Attar Singh Ahuja w.e.f. i.1-1-96 is legal and 
justified (sic) ? If not, to what relief the concerned 
workman is entitled to and from what date ? 

Claim Statement had been filed by the concerned 
claimant but during the pendency of the reference he died 
and vide order dated 14-09-2005 his wife, his son and two 
daughters were substituted in his place. 

The deceased claimant had joined the Air force 
Canteen Halwara as Accountant in the year 1982. He was 
promoted, first to the post of Assistant Manager and then 
w.e.f. 01 -02-1990 to the post of Canteen Manager in the 
Pay Scale of Rs. 1500-2300. His services were terminated 
by the Chief Administrative Officer, Air Force Town, 
Halwara on 22-1-1996 without complying with the 
provisions of Section 25F of the Act. At the time of his 
termination he was drawing Rs. 4580/- per month as salary. 

The workman raised an industrial dispute stating that 
he never performed any managerial, administrative o. 
supervisory duties and his main duty was to receive and 
sell the goods and to receive and deposit the cash with the 
Officer-In-Charge. He did typing and other clerical duties 
and he used to maintain, Bulk Store Book, Cash Book and 
Ledger. His termination is illegal, arbitrary, malafide, unfair 
labour practice and victimization. Juniors were retained 
while terminating his servicesand other workmen with the 
same category were employed after his termination without 
any prior notice to him. He thus, alleged the violation of 
Section 25G and 25H of the Act also. He claimed his 
reinstatement, continuity of service and back wages. 

The claim was contested mainly on the grounds that 
the canteen in question is an extension of C.S.D. (i) and 
provisions of the Act do not apply to it; claimant was 
performing the managerial, administrative and supervisory 
duties and was drawing Rs. 4580/- p.m. salary at the time of 
his termination and therefore he was not a workman and 
the termination of his service is not a “retrenchment” with¬ 
in the meaning of the Act; his services were terminated in 
terms of his appointment letter and under rule 23 of “The 
Rules regulating the Terms and Conditions of Services of 

Civil Employees of Air Force Canteen.Paid out of 

Non-Public Fund.” His termination is not illegal, arbitrary 
and mala fide, unfair labour practice or victimization; he 
has been paid three months pay in lieu of notice according 


...Applicants. 


... Respondent 
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toirules and the claim has no merits and deserves to be 
dismissed. 

The claimant filed a replication to reiterate his case 
stated in the Claim Statement and alleged that the Act is 
ap; jlicable in this case. 

From the pleadings of the parties following issues 
ari ;e for consideration : 

! 

1. Whether the provisions of the Act are not 
applicable to the employees of the Air Force 
Canteens ? If yes, its effect. 

2. Whether the deceased claimant was a workman 
within the meaning of the Act? If he was not, its 
effects. 

3 Whether the termination of the services of the 
deceased claimant amounts to retrenchment? If 
yes, whether the services were terminated in 
violation of the provisions of the Act ? 

4. To what relief LRs of the deceased claimant’s are 
entitled ? 

In support of his case, the claimant tendered his 
affi iavit while on behalf of management the affidavit of 
H.C. Singhal, Officer-In-chaige Canteen Air Force Station 
Hal wara MW-1 and Ashok Vajpai, Officer In-charge Unit 
CS1) Canteen, Air Force, Halwara MW-AB were filed. The 
parties filed certain documents also. 

I have heard the learned counsel for the parties and 
ised the evidence on record and the written arguments 
le management. My findings on various issues are as 
>ws: 
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In the detailed written statement filed on 13-09-2006 
jnanagement, relying on the judgment of the Hon’ble 
eme Court in Radu Kakde Versus Union of India and 
*s AIR 1996 SC 191 has pleaded that Tribunal has no 
i^diction to adjudicate the matter as the provisions of 
j\ct are not applicable to the employees of the Air 
e Canteen. Though the learned counsel for the 
igement has not pressed this plea in his arguments 
since the written statement contains the plea, hence, it 
woufd be proper to consider it. 

The judgment of the Hon’ble Apex Court in Radu 
le’s case (supra) is not on Industrial Disputes Act but 
Payment of Bonus Act. The word ‘industry ’ has not 
defined in the Payment of Bonus Act and the Honible 
me Court has nowhere laid down the Air Force or 
dnce Canteen is not an industry. In the Payment of 
li is Act under Section 32 certain employees have b< en 
4pted from the application of the said Act and Radu 
le’s case (supra) relates to the provisions of Section 
the said Act. Hence, on the basis of law laid down in 
Kakde’s case (supra) it cannot be said that the 


Industrial Disputes Act is not applicable to the employees 
of Air Force Canteens. The learned counsel for management 
rightly did not press this issue in his written arguments. 
Issue No. 1 is decided against the management. 

Issue No. 2 

The management had argued that under Section 2(S) 
of the Act a person employed in any managerial or 
administrative capacity or employed in supervisory 
capacity drawing more than Rs. 1600/- per month as salary 
is not included in the definition of workman. Claimant was 
performing the managerial, administrative and supervisory 
duties and drawing Rs. 4580/- p.m. at the time of his 
termination, hence he was not a workman. 

Against it, the learned counsel for the claimant 
argued that the claimant was a workman as his main duty 
was to receive and sell the goods and to receive and 
deposit the cash with the Officer In-charge. He did typing 
and other clerical duties and used to maintain various 
registers and ledgers. 

It is important to note that along with appointment 
letter dated 31-01-1990 Ex. R-4 of the deceased claimant, 
the management has filed a charter of responsibilities and 
duties of a Canteen Manager. A perusal of this charter 
shows that a canteen manager was required to ensure that 
the employees are fully conversant with the duties 
entrusted to them and to effectively supervise all activities 
including check of daily sale summary and Stock book; to 
ensure proper stock taking at the end of each month by an 
independent BCC; to ensure that minimum cash is left in 
the canteen; to ensure the safety of cash; to ensure that 
books of Accounts are maintained in accordance with the 
instructions, and trial balance is prepared by the 
Accountant at the end of every month; to ensure that utmost 
economy is used in the purchase and use of stationery and 
other items; to maintain records of behaviour of all the 
employees and to pay surprise visit to the extension 
counter to know the violation of laid down orders and any 
other requirements. 

A Canteen Manager was further to prepare indent 
after due assessment of stock position and sales trend. He 
was responsible for the receipt, safe custody as well as of 
proper accounting of stock of the canteen and for the 
deficiencies in the canteen stock. He was to receive money 
paid in settlement of bills and issue proper receipt thereof. 
He was to collect cash sales money from the salesmen, 
check the correctness of the cash, sale book and initial in 
the appropriate column therein. He was to make cash 
collection from salesmen after morning sales timing and 
deposit in the bank before close of their transactions. He 
was to produce to the Audit Board or Sale Auditors 
completed books of accounts together with its vouchers 
and documents. He was to report immediately for 
instructions to the CIS canteen any loss or irregularity 
coming to his notice or any difficulty he may experience in 
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maintaining the canteen. He was to maintain a register in 
recording the demand for items. 

The claimant in his cross-examination has stated that 
his duties were typing of the official letters, 
correspondence, to take bulk and receive the goods for the 
canteen and to receive cash. 

H.C. Singhal, MW-1 in his cross-examination has 
stated that the claimant could not appoint or dismiss any- 
employee of the canteen but he could advise if anybody 
commits any mistake. The Manager can warn and also 
advise for punishment. The Manager is not the authority 
to sanction any kind of leave but he can recommend. The 
Manager also receives the cash from the salesmen and 
deposits himself. 

The designation of the claimant was that of a 
Manager. It is true that mere designation of which a person 
is designated is not conclusive of his status as an officer; 
Industrial adjudication has to look to the nature of the 
duties assigned to the person concerned. From the 
evidence on record it is clear that the claimant had no 
authority to appoint or dismiss any employee or to grant 
any leave to them. But, then to confer the status of a 
manager it is not necessary that the persons concerned 
should be conferred with the powers of appointing and 
dismissing an employee or to grant them leave. If an 
individual has employees subordinate to him, whose work 
he is required to overlook, if he has to take decision and 
has also the responsibility for ensuring that the matters 
entrusted to his charge are efficiently conducted and an 
ascertainable area or section of work is assigned to him; 
inference of a position of management would be justifiable. 
From the charter of responsibilities and duties of a canteen 
manager, it is clear that the claimant has to oversee the 
work of other employees. He was entrusted to ensure the 
doing of various jobs which clearly shows that he had 
certain persons subordinate to him. He was to assess the 
stock position and sales trend and then to prepare indents. 
He was also responsible for ensuring that the matters 
entrusted to his charge are efficiently conducted and he 
had got an ascertained area of work. Even, if he was 
required to do certain clerical duties-like preparing indents 
or maintaining a register for recording the demand for items 
that will not change his status. These jobs were purely 
incidental to his main work. I am of the view and hold 
accordingly that the status of claimant was that of a 
Manager and not that of a Workman. 

As per definition of “industrial dispute” contained 
in Section 2(K) an industrial disputes means any dispute 
or difference between the employer and employers or 
between employers and workmen or between workmen or 
workman. Since the claimant was not a workman, hence, 
there is no industrial dispute adjudicate-able under 
Industrial Disputes Act. The reference is liable to fail. Issue 
No. 2 is decided accordingly. 


Isspe No. 3 

“Retrenchment” under Section 2(oo) of the Act is 
the termination by the employer of the service of a woikman. 
Sitice the claimant was not a workman, hence the question 
of retrenchment does not arise. The compliance of the 
provisions of the Act was not required in the case. Issue 
No. 3 is decided against claimant or his L. Rs. 

Issue No. 4 

From the above going discussion it is clear that since 
the deceased claimant was holding a position of manager 
and he was not a workman hence, the claimant and after 
his death his LRs are not entitled to any relief from this 
Tribunal. Reference is answered against the deceased 
claimant and his L.R.s. Let two copies of award be sent to 
the Central Government for further necessary action. 

ASHOK KUMAR RASTOGI, Presiding Officer 
4-Rt 2011 

aFT. 3tT. 1492.—3rfMWl, 1947 ( 1947 
<FF14) 4ft *TRT 17 

3TFF 1*^4) VH 314444 ^ TTO 3^ 

cfriHR ] ft' ft 

3lWlP|cF 

fttgqi 3/2007) 4ft y+lfelcf 4T7dt t, ft) 4>*<l4 ^ft 
4-5-2011 4ft 4F4 13JT *IT I 

[ft. TT^-42012/115/97-3n#3^R(^) | 

Wl^-f Cl)4'll, 3141 

New Delhi, the4th May, 2011 

S.O. 1492.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 3/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Central Board of Secondary Education and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 4-5-2011. 

[No. L-42012/115/97-lR(DU)| 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 27th April, 2011 
Present: Sri A.N. Janardanan, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 3/2007 
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| P" the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
| (d) of Sub-section (I) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
| of the Industrial Disputes Act, I947(14of 1947), between 

| the Management of Central Board of Secondary Education 
| and their Workman] 

BETWEEN 

| Sri K. Soundararajan : 1 st Party/Petitioner 
Versus 

; The Joint Secretary : 2nd Party/Respondent 
| Central Board of 
i Secondary Education, 

| Anna Nagar, Chennai-40 

| APPEARANCES: 

For the I St Party/ : M/s. Balan Haridas & Kamatchi 
Petitioner Sundaresan 

For the 2nd Party/ ; Sri G Nagarajan 

Management 


[PartII—Sec.3(»)1 


the High Court of Madras in WP 3870/2000 which 
by its letter dated 08-01 -2007 refemd the dispute to 
this Tribunal. The termination of his service is in 
violation of Section-25F of the ID Act. It is prayed 
that he be directed to be reinstated into service with 
continuity of service and other consequential 
benefits. 

4. In the Counter Statement filed by the Respondent 
it is stated as follows : 

The claim is Jiot maintainable in law or on facts. 
The ID Act provisions are not applicable to CBSE, it 
being an educational institution. The petitioner is 
not a workman. As the petitioner himself admits in 
the Claim Statement, he was a casual labourer only. It 
is denied that he was paid salary of Rs. 1,333/- per 
month and had been working continuously and 
completed 240 days in a year. He was employed only 
on daily wage basis when exigency arose. The period 
he worked are as follows : 


AWARD 


The Central Govt. Ministry of Labour vide its Ordei 
No L-42012/H5/97(IR(DU)dated 08-01-2007 referredthi 
following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal foi 
adjudication : 


The Schedule mentioned in that order is : 

Whether the action of the management of the 
Central Board of Secondary Education, Chennai, in 
terminating the services of their workman Shri K. 
Soundararajan w.e.f. 30-01-1995 is legal and justified? 
If not, what relief the-workman is entitled to ?” 

2. Taking the reference on file as ID 3/2007, notices 
were issued to both sides who entered appearance through 
c ounsel and filed their Claim and Counter Statement as the 
case may be. 


3. The contentions raised by the petitioner in the 
Claim Statement are as follows : 


The petitioner joined as Peon in the Office of 
the Joint Secretary, Central Board of Secondary 
Education, Nungambakkam, Chennai on 05-08-199], 
where after he was transferred to the Respondent’s 
office in 1994 on a monthly salary of Rs. 1,333. He 
| has been working continuously and completed 240 
! da y s . in a y ear On 31-01-1995, his service was 
terminated without any valid reason and without 
notice of retrenchment or compensation violating 
; principles of natural justice. The Industrial Dispute 
raised by him on 01-12-1995 before the Asstt. Labour 
Commissioner/C), Chennai was not accepted on file 
Another one filed on 18-09-1996 was referred on the 
failure of conciliation. The Ministry of Labour having 
not referred the dispute, the petitioner moved before 
j 

t 

j 

I 


Period 

Total Number 
of days 

From 

To 

05-08-1991 

30-12-1991 

148 

01-01-1992 

3006-1992 

182 

16-08-1992 

30-11-1992 

107 

01-01-1993 

30-03-1993 

90 

01-05-1993 

30-06-1993 

61 

01-08-1993 

30-12-1993 

153 

01-01-1994 

30-01-1994 

31 

01-03-1994 

15-04-1994 

47 

01-05-1994 

30-06-1994 

61 


There is no question of having to assign any reason 
or paying any compensation when his service was 
terminated. The High Court and Lok Adalat without going 
into the merits of the case directed the reference. It is prayed 
that the claim may be dismissed. 

5. The points for consideration are : 

(i) Whether the action of terminating the services 
of the workman is legal and justified ? 

(ii) To what relief the workman is entitled ? 

.. A . th | s ID an ex ~P arte award had been passed on 
15-04-2009 after examining WW1 and marking Ex. Wl to 
Ex. W10 in which the reference was answered in favour of 
the petitioner in the absence of the Respondent to proceed 
with the enquiry for a long period after having filed the 
Counter Statement. Afterwards Respondent appeared 
again and filed a petition to set aside the ex-parte award 
which was granted and the ID was restored to file after 


t+ . l " i»IWp Wf HIM III m I III HEUttu. 


..■—rr ) 








[Will— TO3(ii>] 


^ 28, 201lM*3 7, 1933 


3967 


setting aside the ex-parte award. Thereafter the matter was 
put on trial. In continuation of the enquiry WW1 was 
further examined in chief and Ex. W1I was marked. 
Thereafter he was cross-examined at the instance of the 
Respondent. On the Respondent’s side MW1 was examined 
and Ex. Ml to Ex. M6 were marked. After hearing both 
sides and on a consideration of the evidence the revised 
award is passed. 

Points (i) & (ii) 

7. Heard both sides. Perused the evidence, 
documents and records. It is argued on behalf of the 
petitioner that ID Act is applicable since the Respondent 
could be held as an Industry. Petitioner has worked for 
more than 240 days in a calendar year. It is not a charity 
institution. There is violation of Section-25F of the ID Act. 
His termination is without compliance of Section-25F of 
the ID Act. It is proved from the candid admission of 
MW 1 that petitioner has worked for more than 240 days 
continuously. He is entitled to be reinstated into service 
though his question of regularization is a different matter. 
Under the Tamil Nadu Industrial Establishment (Conferment 
of Permanent Status Act), 1981 also petitioner is entitled to 
be deemed permanent, he having completed 480 days 
continuous duty during the period of two calendar years. 
Petitioner has not been a seasonal employee. 

8. Per contra it is argued that petitioner being only a 
casual worker as admitted he is not entitled to any 
benevolent provisions of the ID Act. The ID Act is not 
applicable to the Respondent. It is not an industry. 
Petitioner has been posted only on seasonal engagement. 
When that season is over his engagement ceases. His 
daily wages have been paid monthly for convenience. He 
is not to be treated as permanent. He was appointed only 
as casual as is evident from Ex. W1 and Ex. W2. Ex. W11- 
Attendance Register also shows that he was only a casual 
employee. He was never subjected to a transfer. The only 
shifting of the office from a rented building to own building 
does not make a transfer of the employee. He was engaged 
from time to time and every engagement was fresh. 

9. On behalf of the petitioner reliance was placed on 
the decision of the High Court of Madras in Hindustan 
Petroleum Corporation Ltd., Mumbai and another Vs. 
Presiding Officer, CGlT-cum-LC, Chennai and another etc. 
(2008-4LLN-254) wherein it is held as follows: “once there 
is a valid State enactment providing for relief to such of 
those workmen deemed permanency to those who had 
completed 480 days of service within a period of two 
calendar years then, such workmen getting permanent 
status cannot be questioned by any Management. Such 
conferment of permanent status to the workmen cannot be 
labelled as violation of Arts. 14 and 16 of the Constitution. 
The effect of a local enactment conferring permanent status 
to workmen was never considered by any Court so far” 

10. In the decision of the Apex Court in Bangalore 
Water Supply and Sewerage Board Vs. A. Rajappa and 


Others, etc. (1978-2-SCC-213) wherein Supreme Court has 
held that “we have hardly any hesitation in regarding 
education as an industry”. 

11. The decisions of the Supreme Court relied on 
behalf of the Respondent are the case of Madhyamik 
Shiksha Parishad, UP Vs. Anil Kumar Mishra and others, 
etc, (AIR-1994-SC-1638), Karnataka Handloom 
Development Corporation Ltd. Vs. Shri Mahadeva Laxman 
Raval (2006-13-SCC-15) and Tamil Nadu Civil Supplies 
Corporation workers Union Vs. Tamil Nadu Civil Supplies 
Corporation Ltd. (1997-III-CTC-535) of the High Court of 
Madras. They are not applicable to the facts of the case 
since they deal with only regularization of employees. Here 
the case on hand is one challenging the termination for 
violation of Section-25F of the ID Act. It is not shown that 
the engagement of petitioner is one to be characterized as 
a seasonal engagement. The contention canvassed is 
without a pleading to that score. It is not a contract 
appointment also. The petitioner is proved to have worked 
continuously for more than 240 days in a calendar year. 
The Respondent is capable of being treated as Industry at 
least in relation to his engagement as a menial-workman. 
The ID Act is applicable to the workman in the facts of the 
present case. Therefore, his termination amounts to 
retrenchment and is violative of Section-25F of the ID Act. 
The! termination therefore is set aside. He is entitled to be 
reinstated into service forthwith with continuity of service 
and all attendant benefits but not with back wages, until 
terminated in accordance with law, if not to be regularized 
in thie meantime. 

12. The reference is accord ingly answered in favou r 
of the petitioner. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 27th April, 2011). 

A.N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined: 

For the 1 st Party/ : WW1, Sri K. Soundarajan 
Petitioner 

i 

For the 2nd Party/ : MW l, Sri R. Venkatesh 
Management 

Documents marked: 

On the petitioner’s side : 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ex.Wl 30-09-1992 Appointment Order. 

i ■ 

Ex.W2 01-10-1992 Appointment Order, 

i .... 

Ex. W3 30-10-1992 Appointment Order. 

Ex. W4 30-11-1992 Appointment Order._ 
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Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex. W5 

1 

! 

12-09-1996 

Lodge of Complaint before 
Regional Labour Commissioner 
(C) against termination. 

Ex. W6 

21-03-1997 

The Management’s Counter. 

Ex. W7 

21-03-1997 

Reply filed by the Petitioner. 

Ex. W8 

26-08-1997 

Conciliation failure report. 

Ex. W9 

no 

Copy of the Writ Petition No. 
3870/2000 with Affidavit. 

Jex. W10 

i 

i 

i 

1 

09-12-2006 

Recommendation of High 

Court through Lok Adalat 
directing the Ministry of 
Labour to refer the matter to 
this Tribunal. 

p Wll 

1991-92 

Attendance Register. 


the Management’s side: 


px. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex. Ml 

i 

! 

j 

s 

i 

16-08-1992 

dopy of the appointment order 
appointing the petitioner on 
daily wages for a period of 
15daysw.e.f. 16-08-1992. 

jix.M2 

I 

i 

j 

i 

28-08-1992 

Copy of the termination order 
dated 28-08-1992 which shows 
that his services were 
terminated on 31-08-1992 on 
completion of 15 days. 

Ex. M3 

i 

\ 

30-09-1992 

Copy of the termination order 
which shows that his services 
were terminated. 

1&.M4 

i 

i 

09-12-1992 

Copy of the termination order 
which shows that his services 
were terminated. 

|x.M5 

! 

1 

29-10-1993 

Copy of the termination order 
which shows that his services 
were terminated. 

p.M6 

i 

i 

i 

i 

< 

4 - 

2607-1994 

Copy of the termination order 
which shows that his services 
were terminated. 


^ Isrcil, 4 , 2011 


3TT. 1493.—Slfafwi, 1947 (1947 
* 14) ^ TO 17 ^ 

sift) ^fezir faftW sfr jjsfacrii ^ Ph4Wh>T 
fk '3^ '*4«w<T ^ •# fafe 4’ 


TR^TR 3?tejiPl<*> STftraROT, ^ W2 (R^f 
TRs^T 48/2010) ^ ¥4>lfvid ^Rcft t, ^ rrer <*) 
4-5-2011 ^31RTf31T «n I 

[R. ^-42025/2/2011 -31lf. 31R(^) | 
cfMt, 3T^t 

New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 

S.O. 1493.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 48/ 
2010) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad, as shown in the Annexurc in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Electronic Corporation of India Ltd. 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 4-5-2011. 

[No. L-42025/2/2011-IR(DU)| 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding 
Officer 

Dated the 28th day of February, 2011 
Industrial Dispute LC No. 48/2010 
BETWEEN 

Sri E. Yadagiri, 

S/o Chinna, 

R/o H. No. 3-99, Cheeiyal Village, 

Keesara Mandai, R.R. District. ... Petitioner 

AND 

The Chairman & Managing Director, 

Electronic Corporation of India Ltd., 

Kushaiguda, Hyderabad ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner : M/s. A. Jeevan Kumar & 

* N. Ramesh, Advocates 

For the Respondent M/s. P. Nageswar Sree, 

Ch. Venkata Raju & T. Vijaya 
Rao, Advocates 

AWARD 

This case has been filed by the Petitioner Sri E 
Yadagiri under Sec. 2A(2) of the I.D. Act, 1947 challenging 
the oral termination order of Respondent Electronic 
Corporation of India Ltd., dated 31-3-2008. 
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2. Petitioner has filed claim statement stating therein 
that he has been taken on rolls as casual labour in 1985 on 
Rs. 12 per day. He was working initially in Engineering 
Service Group in the post of Helper. He worked 
continuously till his oral termination by the management 
dated 31-3-2008. He prayed to direct the Respondent to 
reinstate him into service as casual labour with back wages 
and attendant benefits. 

Respondent has not yet filed counter and 
documents. On 28-2-2011 both parties called absent, as 
such, case is dismissed in absence of parties. Hence, Nil 
Award is passed. 

Ordered accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 28th day of 
February, 2011. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for the 
the Petitioner Respondent 

NL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

4-Rt 2011 

1494.—faille arfqfWT, 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 

S.O. 1494.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 10/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Kanpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of BSNL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 4-5-2011. 

[No. L-40012/146/2004-IR(DU)] 

JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI RAM PARKASH, HJS, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 10/2005 
BETWEEN 

Sri Ram Kumar Kushwaha, 

Son of Sri Badli Kushwaha, 

Village and Post Sarkar, 

District Jhansi 

AND 

The General Manager, 

BSNL, Purana Exchange Building, 

LaliturRoad, 

Jhansi 

AWARD 

1. Central Government MoL, vide notification No. 
L-40012/146/2004-IR (DU) dated 22-3-05 has referred the 
following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal. 

2. Whether the action of the management of Bharat 
SancharNigam Limited, Jhansi, refusing the employment 
to Sri Ram Kumar Kushwaha with effect from 16-5-2004 is 
legal and justified ? If not to what relief the workman is 
entitled. 

3. Brief facts are. 

4. It is alleged by the claimant Sri Ram Kumar 
Kushwaha that he was engaged as a casual labour at Sakrar 
Telephone Exchange Sub-Divisional Officer, Mauranipur, 
District Jhansi under Bharat SancharNigam Limited with 
effect from 10-2-2001 to 16-5-2004. During the period of his 
service he performed his services with most efficiently and 
delegantly and no complaint was found against by his 
superiors under whom he worked nor there was any 
complaint against him. During the period of his services 
the applicant performed the duties of maintenance of diesel 
generator so as to avoid dis-connectivity of electric supply 
and entries to this effect were made by him in the register 
provided by the employer. At that time the names were not 
called from employment exchange at rural exchange undcr 
Sub Divisional Mauranipur, and there was no publication 
like dated 27-7-2002 for recruitment of class III and class IV. 
It is alleged that he is also entitled to get the benefit as 
given to other. It is also alleged by the claimant that his 
attendance was also recorded in attendance register at 
Sakrar station during his service. During his service he 
obeyed the order of Sub Divisional Officer, Mauranipur 
regarding maintenance of telephone and has alsp attended 
the complaints of public at large with regard to deficiency 
of telephone service. After putting day and night labour 
and getting his signature on the vouchers, he was being 
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id Rs. 600 per month only. When Sri Jugal Kishore who 
as working at Sakrar Telephone Exchange was removed 
1 30-3-03, due to his removal there was a heavy load on 
m, so he demanded proper wage from the management, 
b it getting annoyed the management removed him from 
h s service without issuing him any notice or giving any 
c trenchment compensation. It is the further claim of the 
w orkman that he wotked for more than 240 days preceding 
n4e calendar year from the date of illegal removal of his 
rvice. He was removed from his service on verbal orders, 
is also alleged that the opposite party had issued a 
•mmunication on 27-7-02 regarding recruitment of the 
i^frcials, which shows that there is work with the opposite 
W- Therefore, he has prayed that he should be reinstated 
service with full badjpftges, continuity of service and 
consequential benefit* is also alleged that after his 
noval from his servicehe immediately filed his complaint 
fore ALC(C), Kanpur, from where the reference was 
terred to this Tribunal for its adjudication. 

5. Opposite party has filed the written statement 
;o itradkting all the aversionsmade in the claim statement. 

ey have specifically denied that the claimant was ever 
njgaged on 10-2-01 till 16-5-04. He is not an employee of 
opposite party. All the documents filed by the claimant 
totally fabricated and forged one. It is wrong to say 
his services were ever terminated by the management 
’ he never remained in the employment of the opposite 
He never worked for 240 days or more. Itiswrongto 
that the claimant had ever operated the generator and 
forded its reading in the register. There is no post of 
'] orator operator temporary or permanent. 

6. It is alleged that the opposite party had never 
'ertised any post on 27-7-02 or any other date for filling 
of any vacancy. It appears that the publication is again 
k forgery. It is alleged that the complainant is guilty of 

ta nufacturing and manipulating fabricating the false 
:ument£ and also using false documents before this 
unal for his own interest. Opposite party reserves its 
> ft f° proper reply about each and every document 

the same are produced before this tribunal. It is not a 
of wrong termination, therefore, the claim deserve to 
dismissed with exemplary cost. 

7. Claimant has also filed rejoinder in the case but 
ling new has been detailed by him except reiterating 

jcontention pleaded by him in his statement of claim. 

8. Both the parties have filed oral evidence. Whereas 
tinarit has filed documentary evidence along with hand 
Ming report of hand writing expert Sri AnilAgrawal. 

9. Opposite party has not filed any documentary 
evidence. 

10. Claimant has adduced in evidence himself as 
Sri lam Kumar Kushwaha as W.W. 1. Opposite party has 
add iced Sri K. N. Shukla, Commercial Officer, BSNL as 
M.W.I. 


iahy. 


I T. Heard and perused the record thoroughly. 

12. Workman has filed the report of hand writing 
expert Sri Anil Agrawal document examiner. It is contended 
by the workman that he has examined the disputed 
documents with admitted documents of Sri K. N. Shukla 
who was Sub Divisional Engineer and in his report he has 
found that the signature on the disputed documents appears 
to be the signature of Sri. K. N. Shukla. 


13.1 would like to say that Sri Anil Agrawal, document 
examiner has not been produced in the court and his 
statement has not been recorded in the court. Opportunity 
for cross-examination has not been given to the opposite 
party. It is a question to think over, when the workman was 
so sure that the signature on the disputed documents tallies 
with the signature of Sri K. N. Shukla then who was stopping 
him in not producing Sri Anil Agrawal in the court. It shows 
that there is something doubtful with the part of the claimant 
in not producing the hand writing expert. 

14. Moreover the documents which were sent to him 
were not sent by seeking the permission of the court, the 
documents was sent by the authorized representative for 
the claimant behind the court. It appears that photocopies 
of certain documents and original register of attendance 
and diesel registers claimed by the workman were sent to 
the hand writing expert. In the normal course it was 
incumbent upon the workman to produce and to deposit 
the original record before the tribunal and permission 
should have been sought to get the signature compared 
with the disputed documents and admitted documents. 
Even there are no such admitted documents; it is a thinking 
of the workman that these, are the admitted documents. 
The best course should have been that the claimant should 
have summoned Sri Shukla in the court and his signature 
should have been obtained in the court and then should 
have been sent for comparison. But all the process adopted 
by the authorized representative of the workman is behind 
the back of the court and the opposite party. 

i 5. In this case when claimant did not adduce the 
evidence, my learned predecessor recorded the evidence 
of the management on 19-11-07 and his witness was also 
cross-examined by the claimant and the case was fixed for 
arguments and the case was reserved for award on 
12-12-07. Later on the opportunity was given to the claimant 
and his evidence was recorded on 8-7-08. 


16. 1 have examined the statement of both the 
witnesses. M.W. 1, Sri Shukla has specifically stated on 
oath that the claimant never worked as a casual labour at 
Sakrar Telephone Exchange in between 2001 to 2004.! 1c 
was never paid any wages. There was no publication in the 
year 2002 from the department for recruitment for any post. 
Claimant was never issued any working certificate. There 
is no attendance register in which the attendance of the 
claimant might have been marked. Job work regarding the 
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maintenance of generator was being carried out by awarding 
contract through open market. 

17. He has been thoroughly cross-examined. It is the 
contention of the claimant that working certificate dated 
23-10-04 paper no. 13/21 was issued to the claimant by 
Sri K. N. Shukla, but there was no such suggestion or a 
question put to Sri K. N. Shukla that this certificate or 
photocopy of the same was issued by him. Similarly no 
question was put to him or no suggestion was given to him 
regarding attendance register of diesel stock register that 
it carries the name of the claimant as well as the signature 
of Sri K. N. Shukla. Claimant has filed all these registers 
and documents claimed to be original on 8-7-08 at the time 
of his evidence vide application paper No. 19/1. I have 
examined this application. This application bears number 
of dates like 26-12-07,8-1 -08 and 8-7-08. It shows that these 
documents were in the custody of the claimant long back. 

It is expected from the parties that if they have any original 
documents, it should have been filed in the court at the 
earliest so that forgery may be avoided in the documents 
and an opportunity may be given to the other side to explain 
the documents. There should not be any hide and seek 
between the parties. 

18. Contention has been raised by the authorized 
representative for the opposite party that the working 
certificate dated 23-10-04 is a fabricated one because when 
his services have already been removed on 16-5-04 why 
the officer will issue such certificate after a long time. In 
this regard a question was also put to W.W. 1 but on this 
his reply does not appears to be satisfactory to me, as 
there was no such recruitment going on in the opposite 
party department, as they have specifically denied this 
fact. Claimant has not proved that there was any publication 
on 27-7-02 for any kind of recruitment. Claimant has also 
not proved this fact in the evidence also. 

19. Much stress has been given by the claimant on 
attendance register and diesel maintenance register. I have 
examined both the documents. In the month of January, 
2001 at page no. 4 of attendance register claimant admitted 
in the cross that after serial no. 4 in the attendance register 
he had himself added his name as Ram Kumar Kushwaha 
and he himself marked p.p. in the column of dates. He 
himself has put his signature. There is no serial number 
after four. Similarly in the month of February after serial 
no. 4 he himself added his name without putting serial 
number. Similarly in the month of March, 2002, he added 
his name in the end of name Dhananter and Jugal. Opposite 
party has specifically drawn my attention that it appears to 
be forged one because in the month of March, 2002 there 
were only two names in the attendance register and 
thereafter the name of the applicant was added in the 
column which shows an entry has been made in the month 
of April 2001. I have examined this fact. There appears 
force in the contention of the opposite party because there 
is a over writing as admitted by Ram Kumar Kushwaha 


claimant himself and the same was without serial number 
and it shows that wherever space he find he added his 
name. 

20. When a question was asked in the cross, how did 
he obtained the register of BSNL, he replied that the register 
Were being thrown by BSNL Department and thereafter 
Sri Ashok has given the same to him. But Asho has not 
been produced in evidence to prove this fact before this 
tribunal. Further when a question was asked in the cross 
that there is no attendance of the claimant in the month 
February 2002 to February 2003, he replied that as the case 
has started proceedings therefore he was made to run away 
and the SDO was also transferred. But I find this fact is not 
true. On the one hand he is saying that a certificate was 
issued to him on 23-10-04 which is a working certificate 
and on the other hand he is deposing the fact that he was 
made to run away therefore, his attendance was not marked 
in the attendance register. When a question was asked 
that who had issued the working certificate his reply was 
that there was one person in the office who has written the 
Certificate, whereas this certificate shows that it contains 
the signature of disputed Sri K. N. Shukla. 

21. Similarly he has filed other original papers 19/22, 
19/20 and 19/19. Opposite party has challenged the veracity 
of these documents. I do not find any relevancy and 
truthfiiiness in these documents as claimed by the claimant. 

22. Claimant has placed reliance in the case ot 
Gangadhar Pilfai versus M/s Siemens Limited in [(2007) 1 
UPLBEC 5126], but in the present case the claimant has nol 
been able to prove that he was ever engaged by the 
opposite party on 10-2-2001 as a phone mechanic or as a 
generator operator. There is no appointment letter, I have 
also given my anxious consideration to this point and find 
that if at all he had been engaged for such a long period 
then he must have been paid his wages either through the 
voucher or any other mode. But he did not summon such 
vouchers. During arguments his representative contended 
that the vouchers were being prepared by the concerned 
officers of the opposite party at Jhansi. When 1 asked why 
he did not summon the same, there was no positive reply. I 
examined the evidence on this point. It is otherwise. 
Therefore, the claimant has failed to prove that he has 
worked with the opposite party as a casual labour with 
effect from 10-2-01 to 16-5-2004. He has also foiled to prove 
that his services were terminated by the oppositeparty on 
16-5-04 by oral order. 

23. Therefore in view of my findings recorded above, 
the claimant is not entitled to claim any relief and foe 
reference order is hereby decided against the claimant and 
in favour of the opposite party. 

RAM PARKASH, Presiding Officer 
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Sh. Bhurumai worker w.e.f. April, 2002 is just and 

legal ? If not, to what relief he is entitled to ?” 

After receiving reference parties were informed 
Parties appeared and filed their respective pleadings. The 
case of the workman is that he has worked with the 
management of Telecommunication as lineman w.e.f. 
1-7-1987 to 27-4-2002 on daily wages in various telephone 
exchanges on different terms as follows: 

(A) He worked from 7-7-1987 to January 1993 at 
Telephone Exchange @ Rs. 750 per month at 
Sonepat. 

(B) He worked from February 1993 up to 2000 the 
claimant worked with JTO Kharkoda and SDO 


S.O. 1495.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 12/ 
2 00< ) of *e Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Lab< >ur Court No. I, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in th e Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of BSNL and their workman, which 
was Received by the Central Govemmenton 4-5-2011. 


RajinderRangi @ Rs. 1400 per month. 

(Q Then he was transferred in 2000 at Fermana and 

remained in Fermanauptil January 2001. 

(D) In 2001 his salary was increased from Rs. 1400 
toRs. 1500 per month. 

(E) In February, 2001 he was posted at Village 
Saidpur by the SDO, Telephone. 


[No. L-40012/75/2003-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BE FORE SHRIGYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT-L CHANDIGARH 

Reference No. 12/2004 

Sh. Bhurumai, Village Kharkhoda, 

W. No. 10, PO Kharkhoda, 

Sone P at ...Applicant 

Versus 

The General Manager, BSNL, 

Telecom, Distt. Sonepat ... Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

For the workman Sh. R. N. Sharma 

For the Management : Sh. Anish Babbar 
AWARD 

Passed on 11-4-11 

government of India, Ministry of Labour and 
Employment vide Notification No. L-40012/75/2003-IR 
(DU) dated 29-1-2004 referred the following industrial 
disput; to this Tribunal for adjudication ; 

‘Whether the action of the Management of BSNL, 
Sonepat in terminating the services of 


! 


(F) He was working continuously on daily wages 
basis and without any break for 15 years under 
the respondent and his work and conduct was 
good and no complaint was ever received from 
any quarters against him. This fact will be made 
clear from the fact that he Started his career 
from Rs. 750 per month and in the last month of 
April, 2002 he was drawing salary of Rs. 2000 
per month. 

He met with an accident on 17-11-2001 while repairing 
the fault of telephone No. 65033 belongingto Maharashtra 
Factory Ferozepur Bangar. He was on the telephone and 
by the 11,000 electric line which was going over the 
telephone pole the workman was electrocuted. The 
workman has in detail narrated the incidence how he was 
treated in different three hospitals and about the conduct 
of officers during this period. After recovery he again 
served with the department but his services were 
terminated on 27-4-2^)02 without notice or without payment 
of one month wages in lieu of notice and without payment 
of lawful compensation. 

The management appeared and filed their respective 
pleadings and opposed the claim of the workman by filing 
written statement. It is contended in the written statement 
that Sh. Bhurumai is guilty of mentioning different date of 
accidents. It is denied that any accident occurred while 
Sh. Bhurumai was working with the management. He has 
never worked as daily waged worker. No payment was 
made good by the management directly. On electrocution 
ofthe woikman and help of Rs. 4,000 given to him by SDO 
Sh. Jitender, the management at one place shows ignorance 
and on another place management denied this fact. The 
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management has very much challenged the master-servant 
relationship of the workman Sh. Bhurumal with the 
management. 

Both of the parties afforded the opportunity for 
adducing evidence. Sh. Bhurumal filed his affidavit and 
he was cross-examined by learned counsel for the 
management. Sh. Dilbagh Singh filed the affidavit on 
behalf of the management and he was cross-examined by 
the workman himself. Sh. Raghuvir Singh, Sh. Jitender 
Kumar and Sh. Sanjiv Kumar were summoned by the 
Tribunal on request of the workman as the court witnesses. 
They were examined by Court and opportunity for cross- 
examination was also afforded to the management and 
workman both. This act was done by the Tribunal to ensure 
justice so that reality and truthness may come before the 
Tribunal. The workman has filed all the original documents 
relating to his treatment for electrocution. The workman 
has also filed the photocopies of certain documents 
regarding the repair of faults in certain telephones. A 
photocopy of the application moved by Sh. M. K. Kaushal 
on 4-4-2002 to JTO Gorup Telephone Exchange, Sonepat, 
Haryana has also been filed in which it is mentioned that 
Sh. Bhurumal has installed the telephone at his residence. 
The same application is on record in which the name of 
Sh. Bhurumal is mentioned as installer of telephone. There 
are certain photocopies of documents in which 
informations regarding Sahedpur Telephone Centre is 
given to Chief General Manager, Telephone Department. 
In this information name of Sh. Bhurumal is mentioned as 
employee of Sahedpur Telephone Department. In this letter 
it is very much mentioned that in the year 2002 in Sahedpur 
Telephone Centre new connections were issued through 
employee Sh. Bhurumal and Sh. Ramesh. Thereafter, the 
telephone numbers are also mentioned. Certain documents 
relating to issue of goods to Sh. Bhurumal have also been 
filed by the workman Sh. Bhurumal. Management was 
directed to file the originals of these documents but the 
management failed. 

The workman has also filed two diaries in which he 
has entered all the works done on different dates in the 
telephone department. I have perused the diaries from 
which it is clear that these diaries have been maintained in 
ordinary course of business and are reliable piece of 
evidence particularly before the Tribunals which works 
on the basis of justice equity and good conscious. Such 
documents are also to be considered by the Tribunal 
because of disparity in socio-economic conditions of both 
of the parties. Workman Sh. Bhurumal is socially and 
economically deprived class and management is always 
in the position to dominate over the workman. If entire 
oral and documentary evidence is considered cumulatively, 
it is evidently clear, that management has tried a lot to 
supress the true fact and evidence and dominate the 
workman due to his superior position. This Tribunal has 


summoned three witnesses and has recorded their 
demeanor. It will be discussed slightly later on. 

The management has raised the issue of direct 
master-servant relationship between the workman and the 
management. It is contended by the management that 
workman might have worked through contractor but he 
has not directly worked with the management. To establish 
the master-servant relationship the Hon’ble Supreme Court 
ofllndia has laid down certain guidelines in several judicial 
prbnouncements. The latest judicial pronouncement is GM 
ONGC, Shilcher Vs. ONGC Contractual Workers, Union 2008 
LIK 801 (Supreme Court). In this judicial pronouncement, 
thfe Hon’ble Apex Court has also relied upon the principles 
laid down in Steel Authority of India Limited and others 
Vi. National Union Water Workers and others AIR 2001 
Supreme Court 3257(1). The ratio of the ONGC Shilcher’s 
case (supra) relating to master-servant relationship is that 
to prove this relationship following facts have to be proved 
by the workman: 

(i) That workman was directly appointed/engaged 
by the Telecommunication Department. 

(if) That workman was under the administrative 
control of the Telecommunication Department. 

(iii) The payment of wages were made good to the 
workman by the Telecommunication Department 
directly. 

(iv) At the cost of repetition that rolls for the purpose 
of making the payment good were prepared by 
the management of Telecommunication 
Department and the same were paid to the 
workman. 

If all these facts are considered and implemented in 
the present case, it is evidently clear that workman was 
directly working under the administrative control of the 
management. The documents filed by the workman which 
have not been seriously challenged by the management 
proves beyond doubt that workman was working with the 
management as lineman. Moreover, the diaries which have 
been filed by the workman and were prepared in the 
ordinary course of business also prove this fact that 
workman \yus working directly under the administrative 
control of the management. For daily wages worker nature 
of initial appointment is immaterial. Sh. Bhurumal worked 
with the management almost 15 years as a daily waged 
worker. Thus, the nature of initial appointment cannot be 
challenged by the management to justify the illegal 
termination. It is also established before this Tribunal that 
workman was electrocuted while woiking as a lineman and 
the officers of the management have helped him socially, 
emotionally and financially at the time of accident but 
after the termination of the services of workman they tried 
to become hostile. This is the function of the Tribunal to 
reach to the truth. Accordingly, the demeanor of every 
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witness which was recorded by the Tribunal in detail. This 
Jemeanor is very well available and in the evidence of 
Jvery witness. Only one witness dare to deny the fact of 
tccident. Rest two witnesses only showed the ignorance, 
f the evidence of all the witnesses is taken jointly and 
< cumulatively, it established that workman was electrocuted 
1 vhile working as a lineman. 

Circumstances speaks themselves. The workman has 
himself asked certain-questions to the witnesses relating 
ta the telephone numbers which he has installed. There 
£re certain applications on record as well to prove that 
workman Sh. Bhurumal has installed the telephone. At 
c ne place the witness of management has stated that 
5 h. Bhurumal might have worked as a contractual worker. 

I am unable to understand that if Sh. Bhurumal has worked 
as contractual worker for 15 years how officer can forget 
his name and face. It is the contention of the management 
that very limited workmen were working in the telephone 
e; tchange in which Sh. Bhurumal was working. One witness 
denied to recognize Sh. Bhurumal whereas another one 
a ier adducing part of evidence has stated that yes, 

S l. Bhurumal might have worked through contractor. The 
management has just filed the photocopy of the contract 
agreement entered with the contractor. It was not proved 
properly. Directly and indirectly it was challenged by the 
w >rkman but, original contract agreement was not placed 
te fore this Tribunal nor the contractor summoned in the 
ccurt, whereas, all possible opportunity for adducing 
evidence was afforded by this Tribunal. The management 
al- o failed to prove that consolidated amount were paid to 
the contractor and contractor used to pay the wages to 
the workman. As stated earlier the workman by cogent 
ev idence has proved that he was working as a lineman 
wi h the managementand his services on one fine morning 
wdre terminated. No weightage was given to his 15 years 
sei vice with the department. In the documents relating to 
his treatment, he has been shown by the Government 
M< dical College, as Government servant. 

The management has tried to derail the proceedings 
on same technical issues like die date of accident. Initially 
the witnesses denied even the knowledge of accident but 
thereafter, one witness stated that he has heard about the 
accident but has not visited the hospital. The Tribunal 
mu it not undermine the socio-economic position of the 
woi kman. Workman is an illiterate person. In the ordinary 
cou nse of nature, it is highly probable for an illiterate person 
to r lention the different dates of accidents. But it is the 
duty of the Tribunal to come to the truth regarding the 
dat< of accident. The date of accident is very much clear 
fror i the medical documents, prescriptions etc. Thus, where 
an is :sue (regarding the date of electrocution) is veiy much 
clear and established by the documentary evidence, the 
mar agement cannot be permitted to dispute it on the issue 
that workman has mentioned different dates somewhere 
else Thus, there shall be no effect on mentioning different 


date of accidents on the merits of this case because these 
dates are very much established by documentary 
evidence. 

I am surprised to see the way management has 
conducted this case. The Central Govemmenthas adopted 
a litigation policy. In the litigation policy, Central 
Government has directed all the Government Departments 
to be fair in the matter of pleadings and proof before the 
Courts or Tribunals. It is a mandate ofthe litigation policy 
that department should not resort to the litigation for 
litigating. Correct facts have to be placed before courts 
and Tribunals. All the documents have to be placed before 
the Courts or Tribunals. But the cumulative effect of 
evidence of both of the parties is it seems that management 

has not honoured the Central Government litigation 
policy. 

From the above discussions, it is clearly established 
that workman was directly engaged by the management 
as a lineman. He has worked for substantial period (almost 
for 15 years) with the management His services were 
illegally terminated. The management which is the 
Government Department is supposed to be a role model 
employer in the society. But, the act of management in 
this case is otherwise. The management has not disputed 
the fact that workman has worked for more than 240 days 
in the preceding year from the date of his termination. The 
management has denied his very much existence in the 
department without any proof. Photocopies of relevant 
documents were filed by the workman. Originals were 
summoned. The management failed to provide the 
originals. There is no doubt in the genuineness and 
correctness of the documents filed by the workman As 
management has failed to provide the originals, even after 
direction of Tribunal, adverse inference will be taken. The 
nature of adverse inference shall be that it shall be 
considered that workman has completed 240 days of work 
in the preceding year from the date of his termination. 
Undisputedly no notice or one month wages in lieu of 
notice and retrenchment compensation was paid to the 
workman. This makes his termination illegal and void. 
Considering the facts and circumstances of this case and 
conduct of management, for me, only remedy lies is 
reinstatement of workman. Accordingly, the management 
is directed to reinstate the services of the workman on the 
same position he was working prior to his termination 
within one month from the date of publication of award 
along with back wages. This industrial dispute is 
accordingly answered. Let Central Government be 
approached for publication of award, and thereafter, file 
be consigned to record room. 

G K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 
^ teft, 4 2011 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 

S.O. 1496.-—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. Nos. 281 
and 283/2001) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour No. I, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Department of Telecom 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 4-5-2011. 

[No. L-40012/F43 and 145/2001-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIGYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT-I, CHANDIGARH 

I.D. No. 281/2001 

Sh. Deepak Kumar, C/o Sh. Madan Mohan, 

H. No. 1212, Sector 22-B, Chandigarh 

ID No. 283/2001 

Sh. Sanjiv Kumar, C/o Sh. Madan Mohan, H. No. 
1212, Sector 22-B, Chandigarh. .. Applicant 

Versus 

The General Manager, Telecom, 

Amritsar (Punjab) ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workmen Sh. R. K. Singh 

For the Management Sh. Anish Babbar 
AWARD 
Passed on 8-4-11 

Government of India, Ministry of Labour and 
Employment referred the following industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication: 

ID No. 281/2001 Deepak Kumar 

L-40012/143/2001-IR (DU) dated 6-8-2001 

“ Whether the action of the Management of General 
Manager, Telecom, Amritsar in terminating the 
services of Sh. Deepak Kumar S/o Sh. Gurdial Singh 


is just and legal ? If not, to what relief the workman 
are entitled to land from which date ? ” 

ID No. 283/2001 Sanjiv Kumar 

L-40012/145/2001-I R (DU) dated6-8-2001 

“Whether the action of the Management of General 
Manager, Telecom, Amritsar in terminating the 
services of Sh. Sanjiv Kumar S/o Sh. Gurdial Singh 
is just and legal ? If not, to what relief the workman 
is entitled to and from which date ?” 

I Both of the disputes are relating to each other. 
Common questions of law and facts are involved in both 
of| the references, accordingly, both are adjudicated by 
this Award. 

j After receiving reference parties were informed. 
Parties appeared and filed respective pleadings. The case 
of the workman Mr. Deepak in nutshell is that he was 
serving as Security Guard in the DTST Bharat Nigam, 
Amritsar on a permanent job on 1 -4-1996. He was drawing 
the salary of Rs. 1200 per month. His services were 
terminated on 28-2-1999 without notice, charge sheej, 
enquiry or compensation. It is also the contention off pc 
workman that his juniors were retained in service whereas 
the services of workman were terminated. He served a 
demand notice by which industrial dispute was raised and 
oft failure of conciliation report this reference. The same is 
the contention of workman Mr. Sanjeev with some changes 
in Idates. 

Management appeared and opposed the claims of 
the workman by filing written statement. The management 
hap challenged the very master-servant relationship 
between management and workmen. It is contended rw 
the management that both workmen were never appointed 
and not even a single penny was paid by the management 
to them. Their services were provided with on outsourcing 
through a contractor M/s Ashwani Kumar Sarpal. 

Both of the parties have filed their respective 
documents. Management has filed the argeement contract 
entered in between the management and the contractor, 
wHereas, workmen have filed photocopy of attendance 
register and two other documents in which their name 
figured as Mazdoor. Both of the parties were afforded the 
opportunity for adducing evidence. Workmen filed their 
affidavits. Their affidavits and documents were tendered 
but in spite of adequate opportunity, management did not 
cross-examined them. Adequate opportunity was given to 
thp management for adducing evidence. The management 
could not adduce any evidence. Management was properly 
represented almost on all the dates for hearing arguments. 
Learned counsel for the management was present. This 
Tribunal to ensure the implementation of principle of natural 
justice afforded the opportunity to adduce evidence. But 
the management could not. Accordingly, evidence of the 
management was closed and argument heard. The effect 
of the closing of evidence of management shall be that 
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affidavit filed by the officers of management and the 
documents of contract shall not be considered as valuable 
and reliable piece of evidence because the same were not 
tendered and the witness not produced for cross- 
examination. But the plea taken by the management that 
there was no master-servant relationship shall be 
considered by this Tribunal on the basis of evidence 
available on record. 

I have heard the parties in person and their learned 
Advocates at length : 

So far as the employer-employee relationship 
is concerned, the Hon’ble Apex Court of India in 
GM ONGC Shilcher Vs. ONGC Contractual Workers 
Union 2008 LLR 801, (Supreme Court) has laid down 
certain principles to ascertain the direct relationship 
between the management and the workman. In this 
very Judgment, Hon’ble Apex Court has relied upon 
the principle laid down in Steel Authority of India 
Limited and others Vs. National Union Water 
Workers and others AIR 2001 Supreme Court 3257(1). 
Moreover, Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and 
Haryana in Food Corporation of India Vs. CGIT-I, 
Chandigarh has also relied upon the principles laid 
down in ONGC Shilcher’s case (supra) and Steel 
Authority of India Ltd.’s case (supra) while laid down 
the principles regarding the direct employee- 
employer relationship between management of any 
organization and the workman. I have gone through 
the principles laid down by Hon’ble Courts in above 
cited judgments. The ratio of all the judgments 
mentioned above is that to ascertain the direct 
relationship between the management and the 
workman the following facts have to be proved by 
the workman: 

(0 That there existed a relationship of master and 
sevant, (workmen were directly engaged by 
management of Telecom). 

(ii) That there was no contractor appointed by the 
managementofTelecom. 

(iii) The management of Telecom used to Supervise 
the alleged work assigned to individual workers. 

(iv) That the management of Telecom took 
disciplinary action and called for explanations 
from the workers. 

(v) That the workers were paid wages by the 
management of Telecom directly and not 
through the contractor. At the cost of repetition, 
the wages were paid directly to the workers by 
the management of Telecom and the 
acquaintance role were prepared by the 
management of Telecom to make the payment 
to the workers. 

If above mentioned ratio of GM, Shilcher’s case is 
applied in both the references, it is clear that workmen 


- 


have failed to prove that they were appointed/engaged 
by the management of Telecom. There is not a single iota 
of evidence on record to prove that they were directly 
under the administrative control of the management of 
Telecom. No doubt, it is contended by the workmen that 
their attendance were marked by the officers/officials of 
the management of Telecom, but it will not be sufficient to, 
prove the administrative control over them. They were 
supposed to file/adduce some cogent evidence like 
sanction of leave application, disciplinary action taken by 
the management of Telecom, if any etc. Thps, the workmen 
have failed to prove that they were under the administrative 
control of the management. 

The circumstances speaks themself. The opening 
sentence of the statement of claim in Para No. 1 makes it 
clear that workman was serving as Security Guard. It is 
nowhere mentioned in statement of claim or in affidavits 
of the workman that he was appointed by the management 
of telecommunication. The claim of the workman is that he 
was serving the management as Security Guard. Under 
such circumstances the burden to prove that he was 
directly engaged/appointed by the management and was 
under the administrative control of the management lies 
on the workman. To discharge this burden the material on 
record only contains the affidavit of the workman, 
photocopies of the attendance sheets and two documents 
which are said to be the list containing the name of the 
labourers who had worked with the department during the 
period in question. I have perused all these documents in 
detail. It is nowhere mentioned in any of the documents 
that workmen were working directly and under the 
administrative control of the management. The attendance 
of every labourer is marked for the purpose of payment of 
wages. It cannot be the sole criteria to decide the issue of 
direct employer and employee relationship. Likewise, the 
two documents filed and relied upon by the workmen are 
also of the same nature. The documents contained the 
name of labourers who were working as a Mazdoor with 
the department. But, it is nowhere mentioned in any of the 
documents that under what capacity the workmen were 
working with the management. The nature of employment 
is not disclosed by any of the documents filed by the 
workmen. The workmen tailed to file any cogent and reliable 
evidence to prove that they were directly appointed by 
the management. They have also failed to prove that they 
were directly getting the wages from the management and 
were under the administrative control of the management. 
Accordingly, the workmen have failed to establish the 
direct employer and employee relationship and they are 
not entitled to any relief. 

The references are accordingly answered. Let Central 
Government be approached for publication of Award and 
thereafter file be consigned to record room. 

G K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 


ipw. mm m»wt> 
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New Delhi', the 4th May, 2011 

S O 1497 —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 3/1999) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nashik as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of State Bank of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
29-4-2011. 

[No. L-12012/149/98-IR(B-l)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. S. GATTANI, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, LABOUR COURT, NASHIK 

Ref. (I.D. A.) No. 3/1999 

BETWEEN 

State Bank of India, 

Region-V Pune. 

East Street, Pune-411001 
Maharashtra. 

Through the Regional Manager. 

.First Party/Employer 

AND 

Shri Rajendra Dattatraya Phad. 

R/o Plot No. 19, Sr. No. 892, 

Chetananagar, Ranenagar, Nashik-9. 

Maharashtra. ..... Second Party/Workman 

PRESENT: 

Shri A. S. GATTANI, Judge. 

APPEARANCES: 

Shri C. A. Deolalkar, Advocate for first party /employer 
Smt. V. D. Karad, Advocate for second party /workman 

award 

( 22 nd February, 2011) 

This is a reference sent by the Government of India, 
through Ministry of Labour sent this reference to this 


Court under Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
for! adjudication on the demand of second party/workman. 
Schedule of reference is as under : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management* of State 
Bank of India, Region-V Pune in terminating the 
services of Shri Rajendra Dattatraya Phad, is legal 
and justified ? If not, to what relief the said workman 
is entitled to ?” 

2 After receipt of this reference, notices were 
issued to both parties. Thereafter second party/workman 
hns filed statement of claim at Ex. U-2. It is contended by 
second party that he worked as messenger cum peon with 
first party Bank at CIDCO branch and Nashik Road branch 
from 12-1-1987 to 10-4-1987,1987 to 1988,1993,1994to 
1997. Though he was given assurance that he will be made 
permanent, but he is not made permanent and his services 
were illegally terminated by first party bank. By amendment, 
it is contended that, he was working on permanent post, 
he worked for more than 240 days in 12 consecutive 
calendar months preceding date of termination, ltisfurthci 
contended that, more than 100 employees are working with 
the said Bank and hence Industrial Employment Standing 
Orders Act and model standing orders framed thereunder 
are applicable. The first party has not complied with 
provisions of 4 (D), (1) and (2) of model standing orders. It 
is further contended that second party is not paid 
retrenchment compensation and notice pay by first party 
at the time of termination of services and junior persons 
than the second party have been retained in service. Hence, 
it is violation of Section 25 F and G of Industrial Disputes 
Act 1947. No seniority list is published as required under 
rule 81 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . Hence, the second 
party prayed for reinstatement with continuity of service 
and full back wages from the date of termination ol 
services. 

3. The first party resisted the claim of second party 
by filing written statement at Ex. C-5 contending that due 
to delay and latches, reference becomes infructuous and 
hence liable to be dismissed. It is contended that the 
second party never worked continuously for 240 days pi 
more with the first party bank. As such it is not necessary 
to pay him notice pay or retrenchment compensation as 
provided in Section 25 F of Industrial Disputes Act. 11c 
was appointed for specific period as Messenger-cupv 
sweeper. There is Shastry Award which is settlement wi 
Slate Bank of India Staff Federation by management Last 
such settlement was entered into on 30-7-1996 to regularize 

thetemporary workmen and that settlementwas valid upto 

31 -3-1997 and then the said list of temporary employees is 
scrapped. In that list, second party was a wart list 
candidate. Since he is not absorbed till 31-3-1997, he has 
lost his claim in that list. By additional written statement, it 
is contended that, the second party never worked foryears 
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BSUm FINDINGS 

Whether the first party bank proves 
that the Reference is not maintainable 
on account of the alleged delay ? 

No. 

Whether the concerned workmin was 
employed as alleged ? 

No. 

Whether the termination of their services 
was legal and justified ? 

Yes. 

Whether the workiruai/second party 
is entitled to reinstatement with all 

C onsequential benefits ? 

No. 

What award ? 

As per 

final order. 


REASONS 

5. In support of his claim, the second party has 
his affidavit at Ex. U-4 stating relevant tacts of the 
He is duly cross examined on behalf of the first party 
- It is to be noted that the first party did not examine 
fitness before this Court. The second party filed 
“ Scate of first party dated 9-2-2000 at Ex. U-7 stating 
i he second peaty worked from 2-7-1993 to 31-7-1993, 
> of certificate issued by first party dated 6-7-1996 
in tg that second party worked for 105 days in 1993 and 
*4ys in 1994 whidmat Ex. U-6, copy of certificate at 
US stating that second party worked with first party 
12-1-1987 to 10-4-1987. Second party also filed an 
cation calling for documents from the office of 
itant Labour Commissioner (Central) Pune i.e. 
id notice, justification statement, reply of bank before 
id authority. Accordingly, notice was issued to the 
jteat Labour Commissioner (Central) Pune and 
riUngiy, the second party workman by hand filed the 
^ written say of the bank which is filed before the 
authority in dispute raised by the second party/ 
^nan. The first party filed copies of settlements dated 
1987 f 16-7-1988,27-2-1988,9-7-1991 and 30-7-1996 
, with Ex, C-l 7 in Ref. IDA 1/1999 in the case of ShriR. 
^la. The -first .party also filed certain documents in 


marsd 


Ref. IDA 26/1999 which is a case of this bank and Shri 
Maind, copy of settlement dated 30-7-1996 including the 
list of ex-temporary employees of bank showing their 
number of days worked with the bank. The said document 
is filed along with Ex. C-5 in that case and it is marked as 
Ex.U-24.1 have heard arguments of Smt. Karad, the learned 
counsel appearing for second party/workman and Shri 
Deolalkar* learned counsel appearing for the first party. 1 
have also gone through the statement of claim, written 
statement and documents filed by both the parties. 

6. As to issue No. 1 : It is argued on behalf of 
secoqd party that, the services of second party arc 
terminated in 1994. Thereafter he made demand for 
reinstatement with continuity of service and back wages. 
The bank did not reinstate him, hence, he prayed that the 
demand be admitted into conciliation. The matter was 
before Assistant Commissioner of Labour (Central) Pune 
Dispute was not settled and hence the Central Government 
referred the said dispute to this Court in the year 1999 and 
hence there is no delay in raising the dispute or referring 
the case for adjudication to this Court. 

7. As against this it is argued on behalf of first party 
that, the reference deserves to be dismissed on the ground 
of delay and latches. It is further argued on behalf of the 
first party bank that after a lapse of many years from 
termination of services, present reference is sent to this 
Court for adjudication and as such, there is much delay, 
hence, reference deserves to be dismissed on the ground 
of delay itself. In support of said arguments, Shri Deolalkar 
placed reliance on the ruling of Hon. Madras High Court 
m the case of Management of Coimbatore District 
Consumers Cooperative Wholesale Stores Limited Vs. 
Presiding Officer, Labour Court, Coimbatore and R 
Jagannathan reported in 2004 (2) LLN-1068 wherein it is 
held that, “it is not open to employees to raise dispute 
with glaring negligence and delay. Dispute raised is liable 
to be rejected on ground of delay alone”. 

8. In the case in hand, if schedule of reference is 
perused, there is no date of termination of services of the 
second party/workman. In the affidavit which the second 
party filed in lieu of oral evidence, it is stated him that, he 
worked with the first party bank till 9-5-1994 and his services 
have been terminated by first party bank on 9-5-1994. 
Thus, it is clear that the date of termination in this case is 
9-5-1994. From the order of reference it is clear that though 
the said order is dated 13-1-1999 issued by Central 
Government of India, but it is clear that prior to that the 
case of the workman was pending before relevant 
authorities i.e. Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central) 
Pune and then Regional Labour Commissisoner (Central) 
Mumbai for some time. In the case cited on behalf of bank 
i.e. Coimbatore District Consumers Co-operative Wholesale 
Stores Limited Vs PrpsiH in cr T P_4 
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delay of 10 years in raising the dispute. Therefore, it is 
held that there is glaring negligence on the part of the 
concerned workman in that case. In the case in hand, there 
is no such glaring negligence. Hence, said ruling of Hon. 
Madras High Court cannot be said to be applicable to the 
facts of the present case. 

9. Thus, considering facts of this case, I hold that, 
first party bank has not proved that the reference is not 
maintainable on ground of delay and latches. I therefore 
hold that there is no substance in the said allegations of 
the first party that reference is not maintainable on the 
ground of delay and latches. Hence, I answer issue No. 1 
in negative. 

10. As to issue Nos. 2 and 3 together: It is argued 
on behalf of second party by Smt. Karad, the Learned 
Advocate appearing for second party that, the second 
party worked with the first party bank for more than 240 
days as messenger. He stated the fact of his employment 
with first party bank on affidavit which is filed in lieu of 
oral evidence before this Court. The first party bank has 
not adduced oral evidence in this case. Though the second 
party has been duly cross-examined on behalf of bank, 
the said cross-exam, is of no help to the bank. It is further 
argued that the work for which he was appointed by the 
bank is of permanent nature. Hence, first party bank should 
have made him permanent in service, but instead of making 
him permanent in service, he is illegally terminated. While 
terminating the services of second party, no opportunity 
of being heard is given to him. The provisions of 
retrenchment i.e. Section 25 F of Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 have not been followed by the first party as second 
party is not paid any notice pay or retrenchment 
compensation at the time of termination. 

11. The learned counsel Smt. Karad appearing for 
workman/second party further argued that, while 
terminating the services of second party, junior persons 
have been retained and as such, it is breach of the principle 
of last come first go. The seniority list of employees of 
first party bank is also not published as required under 
rule 81 of the I.D. Bombay Rules. Permission of Government 
is also not obtained prior to terminating services of second 
party. It is further argued that though it was binding on 
the bank to maintain a seniority list of temporary employees 
as per provisions of the model standing orders, it is not 
maintained and as such, second party workman is being 
deprived of his rights and hence, the first party also 
committed the breach of the provisions of Model Standing 
Orders. Smt. Karad Advocate for second party further 
argued that termination of services of second party is by 
way of unfair labour practice. It is further argued that, as 
per Shastry Award, first party bank should have absorbed 
second party in permanent service, but that is also not 
done by the bank. It is further argued that though the 
work was of permanent nature, second party was 
intentionally issued orders from time to time, so as to 


deprive him from getting benefits of permanent 
employment. It is further argued that before the Assistant 
Commissioner of Labour (Central) Pune, first party bank 
has wrongly shown working days of second party because 
in that chart less working tlays of second party have been 
shown with malaftde intention. It is further argued that no 
provision of law is followed before terminating die services 
of second party. The termination of services is illegal and 
unjustified. Hence, the said termination cannot be termed 
as legal and justified. Thus, act of terminating the services 
of second party is required to be set aside and therefore, 
he is entitled to reinstatement with continuity of service 
and full back wages from the date of termination along 
with other consequential benefits. 

12. As against this, it is argued on behalf of first 
party that, second party workman was appointed for a 
limited period by first party bank. After the efflux of time, 
services of second party automatically stood terminated. 
Hence, the termination of services of second party is 
covered by Section 2(oo)(bb) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act and as such, it is not retrenchment within the meaning 
of law. Hence, the provisions of retrenchment are not 
applicable in the facts of the present case. As such, it was 
not at all necessary to pay notice pay or retrenchment 
compensation to the second party. It is further argued on 
behalf of first party that, the second party has also not 
worked for 240 days in 12 months preceding the date of 
termination. It is further argued "that copy of settlement 
dated 30-7-96 is filed in Ref. IDA 26/1999 in the case of Shri 
D. P. Manid at Ex. U-24 andaiong with that document, one 
annexure is filed showmgifaemumber of working days of 
concerned workman with first paityfeank from which it is 
dear that he has not worked for 240 days with the first 
party bank. It is further argued that appointment of second 
party was not made on regular post. It was illegal 
appointment and as it is back door entry. It is further argued 
that, burden of proof toshowthatthe concerned workman 
worked for morelhan 240days with employer in 12 months 
preceding the date of termination of service, lies on the 
concerned workman. In the present case, the said burden 
is not discharged by the second party workman. It is further 
argued on behalf of the first party that, when person- is 
appointed for temporary period and that too fixed period, 
after efflux of time of such appointment, that appointment 
automatically stands terminated, hence, it is not 
retrenchment but that case is governed by provisions of 
Section 2 (oo)(bb) of Industrial Disputes Act, #17. dn 
such case, the provisions of fiectkm;25 F-ef LD. Act will 
not be made applicable. It is further mgued that as 
appointment of second party w^ for ceTtam^riod aawl 
that too for certain exigency, it is. imtproperappomtmon t 
Hence, he is not entitled to mmy benefits such as 
pcrmanencyetc.lt is furtherarg ued that,thisG«*rtcannot 
travel beyond the scope of reference which is sent for 
adjudication to thi&Court by the appropri^eGovemmeni. 
It is fartherargued that there is no illegality or unfair labour 
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practice committed by the first party bank. As such, second 
party is not entitled to any relief as prayed. Hence, the 
reference is required to be dismissed. 

13. In support of his arguments, the learned counsel 
for first party has placed reliance on the following 
rulings: _ 

(1) Prakash Panduran Sawant Vs. Punjab and 
Sind Bank reported in 2007 LLR-1077 (Bombay 
High Court) wherein it is held that, “when the 
peons in a bank have been engaged on fixed 
term basis, their termination from services will 
not amount to retrenchment even if they have 
worked for more than 240 days in the last 
calendar year since such terminations are 
excluded by clause (bb) of the definition of 
retrenchment under Section 2(oo) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act”. 

(2) Ganga Kisan Sahakari Chinni Mills Ltd. Vs. 
Jalvir Singh reported in 2007 LLR-.1260 
(Supreme Court) wherein it is held that, 
“burden of proof to have been worked for 240 
days in the preceding 12 months of the 
termination lies upon the workman and not on 
employer.” 

(3) G. M. Tanda Thermal Power Project Vs. Jai 
Prakash Srivastava reported in 2008 LLR-30 
(Supreme Court) wherein it is held that, 
“merely that the workers engaged for some 
work that too by an officer but not by the 
Appointing Authority have worked for 240 
days, that will not provide them job security 
that their services could not be terminated 
without retrenchment compensation and one 
month’s notice pay.” 

(4) Award on the Industrial Disputes between 

~ certain Banking Companies and Their 

workmen, which is popularly known as Shastry 
Award. 

(5) G. Madhav Rao and Others Vs. §tate Bank of 
India, OJC No. 9039 of 1997 and others, decided 
by Hon. Orissa High Court, Cuttack on 
18-9-1998 wherein the petitioners prayed for a 
direction to the State Bank of India and its 
functionaries to give them appointment in the 
post of Messengers. In those petitioners, the 
Validity of select list came to an end on 
31 -3-1997, which is just like Shastry Award in 
the present case, on which reliance is placed 
on behalf of second party/workman in this 
case. In the petitions,.the Hon. High Court of 
Orissa, Cuttack held that petitioners are not 
entitled to get any relief and accordingly those 
petitions are dismissed. 


(6) Decision of Their Lordships of Hon. Supreme 
Court in G Madhav Rao Vs. State Bank of 
India and others wherein the above decision 
of Hon. Orissa High Court, Cuttack is 
challenged. It appears that the Hon, Supreme 
Court dismissed the said Special Leave 
Petitioners on merits. 

(7) Veer Kunwar Singh University Ad-hoc 

Teachers Association and others Vs. Bihar 
State University Service Commission reported 
in 2007 (114) FLR-423 wherein it is held that, 
the appointment on the temporary basis 
without following the procedure provided 
under the Act shall not exceed a period of six 
months. " 

(8) Umakant Fatnayak arid Others Vs. 
Management, Gaiety Cinema reported in 2003 
III CLR-674 in which k is-held that, the Labour 
Court cannbt travel beyond the reference made 
to it for adjudication. 

(9) Secretary, State of Karnataka and Others Vs. 
Umadevi and others reported in 2006 II LLJ- 
722 (Supreme Court) wherein it is held that, 
any recruitment to State Service is to be 
governed by rules, constitutional and 
statutory. Similarly, casual/daily rated workers 
in Government and local bodies are not entitled 
to relief of absorption in regular service or 
parity of pay with regular employees; Further 
if and when sanctioned posts filled, said daily 
wagers were to be allowed to complete, 
waiving age restriction and giving weightage 
for their past work in department. 

14. I have gone through the statement of claim filed 
by second party/workman; amendment sought in statement 
of claim, written statement as well as additional written 
statement filed on record by the first party bank. I have 
also gone through the documents filed on record. 1 have 
also gone through oral evidence of second party/workman 
and his cross examination. I have also heard the arguments 
for both the parties. I have also gone through the rulings 
cited on behalf of first party/bank. 

15. In the statement of claim, it is contended by 
second party that, he worked with first party bank at CIDCO 
and Nashik Road branch during the period from 12-1-1987 
to 10-4-1987,1987to 1988,1993to 1994,1994to 1997. By 
way of amendment, it is contended by second party that 
he worked with first party at CIDCO and Nashik Road 
branch from 12-1 -1987 to 10-4-1987,2-7-1993 to 31-7-1993, 
9-8-1993 to 31 -3-1994, 1 -4-1994 to 9-5-1994. These facts go 
to show that second party/workman.gave different dates 
of working with first party in the statement of claim and 
amendment. 
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16. It is to be noted here that in the schedule of 
reference, there is no date of termination of second party 
stated by concerned authority. In the affidavit which the 
second party has filed in lieu of oral evidence, he has 
disclosed the date of termination of his services as 
9 . 5 -I 994 . since the second party has submitted on oath 
that, first party terminated his services from 9-5-1994, it is 
required to be seen as to whether the second party has 
worked for 240 days in 12 months preceding to his 
termination on 9-5-1994. 

17. It is to be noted that, the second party has clearly 1 

admitted in para 14 of his cross' examination that, he has 
not filed the order of appointment for the period from 1987 
to 1988. He further admitted that he has not filed 
appointment order for the period from 9-8-1993 to 
31-3-1994,2-7-1993 to 31-7-1993,1-4-1994 to 9-5-1994.He 
has further admitted in para 16 of cross examination that 
he has worked only for 89 days during 12-1-1987 to 
10-4-1987. He has proved the certificates dated 6-7-1996 
and 9-2-2000 which were marked as Ex. U -6 and U-7 during 
course of cross examination. 

18. Taking into consideration the vital admissions i 
given by the second party in his cross examination, it 
cannot be said that second party workman worked with j 
first party bank as alleged in the statement of claim. Further 

in the statement of claim and in amendment sought therein, 
the second party workman has given different period of 
his working. Therefore, it is clear that there are 
contradictions in the period of working submitted by i 
second party workman. ' 

19. As stated above, first party in ref. IDA 26/1999 
in the case of Shri D. P. Maind has filed copy of settlement 
dated 30-7-1996 at Ex. U-24. Along with said Ex. U-24, first 
party filed a chart showing the name of concerned 
workman and number of days he worked with the first 
party bank. In that chart, name of second party workman 
is at Sr. No. 37 and number of working days are shown 
against his name as 89. 

20. Taking into consideration, statement of claim, 

amendment thereof, written statement of bank, documents 
filed on record by both parties, the oral evidence of second 
party workman and more particularly the vital admissions 
given by second party in cross examination, I hold that 
second party workman has not proved that he worked 
with first party bank as alleged. ; 

21. In the light of ruling of Hon. Supreme Court in 
the case of Ganga Kisan Sahakari Chinni Mills reported in 
2007 LLR-1260 (cited supra by first party), burden of proof 
to have worked for 240 days in the preceding 12 months of 
the termination of services lies upon the workman and not 
on the employer. Taking into consideration the pleadings, 
evidence and documents on record, I am of the view that 
the second party workman has not discharged said burden 
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of proof to have worked for 240 days in the preceding 12 
months of termination of services. 

22. As observed above, second party/workman 
admitted that he has only filed appointment oilier for the 
period from 2-7-1993 to 31-7-1993 (Ex. U-7), 1993 for 147 
days, in 1994 yehr 86 days (Ex. U- 6 ) and for period from 
12-1-1987 to 10-4-1987 (Ex. U-5). I have already quoted 
vital admissions given by second party workman in his 
cross examination. The date of termination as stated by 
second party workman is 9-5-1994 as stated by him in 
affidavit. 

23. There is no record to show that except for the 
period as stated in Ex. U-7, U -6 and U-5, he worked with 
first party bank. Thus, it becomes clear that the only period 
of working in respect of second party is from 2-7-1993 to 
31-7-1993, so also in 1993 for 147 days and in 1994 only for 
86 days and he also worked from 12-1-1987 to 10-4-1987. 
Taking into consideration the vital admissions given by 
second party workman, it cannot be said that he worked 
for 240 days in 12 months preceding the date of termination. 

24. Since the second party failed to prove that he 
worked for more than 240 days in 12 months preceding the 
date of termination, it was not at all necessary for the first 
party bank to comply with the provisions of section 25 l 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 i.e. payment of notice pay 
and retrenchment compensation to second party. As such, 
there is no substance in the contentions or arguments 
advanced by learned counsel Smt. Karad appearing for 
workman that as no notice pay and retrenchment 
compensation is paid, termination of services of second 
party is illegal or unjustified. Moreover, nothing has been 
shown on behalf Of second party as to how the termination 
of services is illegal or unjustified. 

25. It is to be noted here that, the workman placed 
reliance on Shastry Award which is dated 30-7-1996 
between the management of bank and federation of 
employees of bank. It is argued on behalf of second party 
that on the basis of said Award, the first party bank should 
have absorbed the second party in service. It is not in 
dispute that the said settlement was valid upto 31-3-1997. 
In this regard, it is to be noted that, similarly situated 
many workmen filed petitions before the Hon. High Court 
of Orissa, Cuttack i.e. OJC No. 9037 of 1997 and others. 

26. It is to be noted that the said petitions arc 
dismissed by the Hon. High Court of Orissa, Cuttack on 
18-9-1998 holding that petitioners therein are not entitled 
to any relief, and later on when the said order of Hon. High 
Court of Orissa was challenged before Their Lordships of 
Hon. Supreme Court in Special Leave Petition (C) 3081/ 
1999, Their Lordships of Supreme Court also dismissed 
the said special leave petition and thereby order passed 
by the Hon. High Court of Orissa, Cuttack is made absolute. 
Reliance is placed on behalf of first party bank on the said 
ruling of Hon. High Court, Orissa and Hon. Supreme Court. 
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27. Taking into consideration, the facts of the 
present case and decision of the Hon. High Court of Orissa, 
Cuttack on which reliance is placed on behalf of first party 
bank, later on which decision has been confirmed by Their 
Lordships of Hon. Supreme Court on which also reliance 
.is placed by the first party bank, there is no substance in 
the contentions or arguments advanced on behalf of 
second party that on the basis of settlement dated 30-7- 
1996, bank should have absorbed second party in service. 

28. In the light of vital admissions given by the 
workman during his cross examination and only 
appointment order filed on record which is for the period 
from 2-7-1993 to 31-7-1993, for 147 days in 1994 and only 
for 86 days in 1994, which is at Ex. U-7, U-6 and U-5,1 have 
no hesitation to hold that the appointment of second party 
workman was for specific period and after efflux of that 
period, the said appointment automatically came to an end 
and as such, it is not retrenchment as it is excluded from 
definition of retrenchment as given in section 2(oo) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

29. Thus taking into consideration the statement of 
claim, written statement filed by first party, documents 
filed on record, evidence of second party, arguments 
advanced by both the counsels for parties, the rulings 
cited on behalf cf bank, I hold that the workman has failed 
to prove that he worked with first party as alleged and that 
the termination of services of second party is neither illegal 
nor unjustified. Hence, I hold that the termination of 
services of second party workman is legal and justified. 
Hence, I answer issue No. 2 in negative and issue No. 3 in 
the affirmative. 

30. As to issue No. 4:1 have held that the action of 
first party bank in terminating the services of second party 
workman is neither illegal nor unjustified. Hence, I have 
leld that the said termination of second party is legal and 
. ustifled. Since termination of second party is held legal 
md justified, second party workman is not entitled to any 
elief including reinstatement or back wages. Hence, I 
mswer issue No. 4 in the negative. 

31. In the light of above discussion, I proceed to 
] >ass following order. 

ORDER 

It is declared that Shri Rajendra Dattatraya Phad, 
f econd party workman is not entitled to any relief including 
leinstatement with continuity of service of back wages as 
t he said termination of his services is legal and justified. 

V ward be sent for sent for publication to the Central 
(jovemment. 

I lashik, A. S. GATTANI, Presiding Officer 

Date: 22-2-2011 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 

S.O. 1498.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1/1999) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour- 
Court Nashik as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of State Bank of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
29-4-2011. 

[No. L-12012/150/1998-IR(B-I) | 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. S. GATTANI, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, LABOUR COURT, NASHIK 

Ref. (I.D. A.) No. 1/1999 

BETWEEN 

State Bank of India, 

Region-V Pune. 

East Street, Pune-411001. 

Maharashtra. 

Through the Regional Manager. 

.First Party/Employer 

AND 

Shri Rajendra Baburao Yeola, 

R/o Ramnagar, Beghar Vasti, 

Taluka: Kalwan, 

District: Nashik, 

Maharashtra. .Second Party/Workman 

PRESENT: 

SHRI A. S. GATTANI, Judge. 

APPEARANCES: 

Shri C. A. Deolalkar, Advocate for first party/Employer 
Smt. V. D. Karad, Advocate for second party/Workman 
AWARD 

(22nd February, 2011) 

The Government of India, through Ministry of Labour 
sent this reference to this Court under section 10 of 


1 














[«n*in—s8fe3(ii)] 


3983 


:^28, 20jl/g^t7, 1931 


Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for adjudication on the 
demand of second party/workman as to whether the action 
of the management of State Bank of India, Region-V, Pune 
in terminating the services of Shri Rajendra Baburao Yeola, 
is legal and justified. If not, to what relief the said workman 
is entitled to ? 

2. After receipt of this reference, notices were 
issued to both parties. 

3. From the record, it appears that the second party/ 
workman has filed statement of claim at Ex. U-2. It is 
contended by second party that he worked as messenger- 
cum-peon with first party Bank at Kalwan branch from 
1-7-1975 to 31-12-1976,1-1-1997to 31-12-1986,1987 to 1996. 
Though he was given assurance that he will be made 
permanent, but he is not made permanent and his services 
were illegally terminated by first party bank. By amendment, 
it is contended that, he was working on permanent post, 
he worked for more than 240 days in 12 consecutive 
calendar months preceding date of termination. It is further 
contended that, more than 100 employees are working with 
the said Bank and hence Industrial Employment Standing 
Orders Act and model standing orders framed thereunder 
are applicable. The first party has not complied with 
provisions of Section 4 (D), (1) and (2) of model standing 
orders. It is further contended that second party is not 
paid retrenchment compensation and notice pay by first 
party at the time of termination of services and junior 
persons than the second party have been retained in 
service. Hence, it is violation of section 25 F and G of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. No seniority list is published 
as required under rule 81 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
Hence, the second party prayed for reinstatement with 
continuity of service and full back wages from the date of 
termination of services. 

4. The first party resisted the claim of second party 
by filing written statement at Ex. C-5 contending that due 
to delay and latches, reference becomes infructuous and 
hence liable to be dismissed. It is contended that the 
second party never worked continuously for 240 days or 
more with the first party bank. As such it is not necessary 
to pay him notice pay or retrenchment compensation as 
provided in section 25 F of Industrial Disputes Act. He 
was appointed for specific period as Messenger-cum- 
Sweeper. There is Shastry Award which is settlement with 
State Bank of India Staff Federation by management. Last 
such settlement was entered into on 30-7-1996 to regularize 
the temporary workmen and that settlement was valid upto 
31 -3-1997 and then the said list of temporary employees is 
scrapped. In that list, second party was a wait list 
candidate. Since he is not absorbed till 31-3-1997, he has 
lost his claim in that list. By additional written statement, it 
is contended that, the second party never worked for years 
together continuously. There is no unfair labour practice 
committed by the bank. It is contended that submissions 
about applicability of model standing orders are 


misguiding. It is also contended that there was no necessity 
to comply with the provisions of Section 25 F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. It is contended that by the bank 
that termination of services of the bank does not amount 
to retrenchment. The bank also denied other submissions. 
There is no illegality committed by the bank. Hence, the 
bank prayed for dismissal of the reference with costs. 

5. Taking into consideration the rival contentions 
of both parties, my learned predecessor framed the 
following issues. I have recorded my findings followed by 
reasons : 


ISSUES FINDINGS 

1. Whether the first party bank proves 
that the Reference is not maintainable 

on account of the alleged delay ? No 

2. Whether the concerned workman was 

employed as alleged ? No 

3. Whether the termination of their services 

was legal and justified ? Yes 

4. Whether the workman/second party 

is entitled to reinstatement with all 
consequential benefits ? No 

5. What award ? As per 


final order. 


REASONS 

6 . In support of his claim, the second party has 
filed his affidavit at Ex. U-17 stating relevant facts of the 
case. He is duly cross examined on behalf of the first party 
Barik. It is to be noted that the first party did not examine 
any Witness before this Court. The second party filed letter 
of fibt party dated 8-7-1989 which appears to be interview 
call letter issued to second party workman at Ex. U-23. He 
also'filed appointment order at Ex. U-22 which is for the 
peribdffom 1-1-1995 to 31-7-1995. Second party also filed 
an Application calling for documents from the office of 
Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central), Pune i.e. 
demland notice, justification statement, reply of bank before 
the iaid authority. Accordingly, notice was issued to the 
Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central), Pune and 
accdrdingly, the second party workman by hand filed the 
cop^ of written say of the bank which is filed before the 
saidl authority in dispute raised by the second party/ 
workman. The first party filed copies of settlements dated 
17-11-1987,16-7-1988,27-10-1988,9-7-1991 and30-7-1996 
alonjg with Ex. C-17. The first party also filed certain 
documents in Ref. IDA 26/1999 which is a case of this 
bank and Shri Maind, copy of settlement dated 30-7-1996 
including the list of ex-temporary employees of bank 
showing their number of days worked with the bank. The 
said (document is filed along with Ex. C-5 in that case and 
it is Marked as Ex. U-24.1 have heard arguments of Smt. 
Karad, the learned counsel appearing for second party/ 
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workman and Shri Deolalkar, learned counsel appearing 
fo' the first party, I have also gone through the statement 
of claim, written statement and documents filed by both 
th; parties. 

7. As to issue No. 1 : It is argued on behalf of 
second party that, the services of second party are 
terminated in 1997. Thereafter he made demand for 
reinstatement with continuity of service and back wages. 

T le bank did not reinstate him, hence, he prayed that the 
demand be admitted into conciliation. The matter was 
hi fore Assistant Commissioner of Labour (Central), Pune. 

D ispute was not settled and hence the Central Government 
r< ferred the said dispute to this Court in the year 1999 and 
h »nce there is no delay in raising the dispute or referring 
tl e case for adjudication to this Court. 

8 . As against this it is argued on behalf of first party 
tl iat, the reference deserves to be dismissed on the ground 
o f delay and latches. It is further argued on behalf of the 
f rst party/bank that after a lapse of many years from 
termination of services, present reference is sent to this 
C ourt for adjudication and as such, there is much delay, 
hence, reference deserves to be dismissed on the ground 
o f delay itself. In support of said arguments, Shri Deolalkar 
placed reliance on the ruling of Hon. Madras High Court 
i l the case of Management of Coimbatore District 
Consumers Co-operative Wholesale Stores Limited Vs. 

P residing Officer, Labour Court, Coimbatore and R. 

J agannathan reported in 2004 (2) LLN-1068 wherein it is 
Feld that, “it is not open to employees to raise dispute 
with glaring negligence and delay. Dispute raised is liable 
ta be rejected on ground of delay alone.” 

9 . In the case in hand, if schedule of reference is 
perused, there is no date of termination of services of the 
< econd party/workman. In the affidavit which the second 
party filed in lieu of oral evidence, it is stated him that, he 
worked with the first party bank till 31-7-1997 and his 
services have been terminated by first party/bank on 
: (1-7-1997. Thus, it is clear that the date oftermination in this 
case is 31-7-1997. From the order of reference it is clear 
hat though the said order is dated 8-1-1999 issued by 
Central Government of India, but it is clear that priof to 
hat the case of the workman was pending before relevant 
mthorities i.e. Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central), 
3 une and then Regional Labour Commissisoner (Central), 
Vlumbai for some time. In the case cited on behalf of bank 
i.e. Coimbatore District Consumers Co-operative Wholesale 
Stores Limited Vs. Presiding Officer, Labour Court, 
Coimbatore and R. Jagannathan reported In 2004 (2) LLN- 
1068 decided by Hon. Madras High Court, there was a 
delay of 10 years in raising the dispute. Therefore, it is 
held that there is glaring negligence on the part of the 
concerned workman in that case. In the case in hand, there 
is no such glaring negligence. Hence, said ruling of Hon. 
Madras High Court cannot be said to be applicable to the 
facts of the present case. 


10. Thus, considering facts of this case, I hold that, 
first party bank has not proved that the reference is not 
maintainable on ground of delay and latches. I, therefore, 
hold that there is no substance in the said allegations of* 
the first party that reference is not maintainable on the 
ground of delay and latches. Hence, I answer issue No. I 
in negative. 

11. As to issue Nos. 2 and 3 together: It is argued 
on behalf of second party by Smt. Karad, the learned 
Advocate appearing for second party that, the second 
party worked with the first party/bank for more than 240 
days as messenger. He stated the fact of his employment 
with first party/bank on affidavit which is filed in lieu ol 
oral evidence before this Court. The first party/bank has 
not adduced oral evidence in this case. Though the second 
party has been duly cross examined on behalf of bank, the 
said cross examination is of no help to the bank. It is 
further argued that the work for which he was appointed 
by the bank is of permanent nature. Hence, first party/ 
bank should have made him permanent in service, but 
instead of making him permanent in service, he is illegally 
terminated. While terminating the services of second party, 
no opportunity of being heard is given to him. The 
provisions of retrenchment i.e. Section 25 F of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 have not been followed by the first 
party as second party is not paid any notice pay or 
retrenchment compensation at the time oftermination. 

12. The learned counsel Smt. Karad appearing for 
workman/second party further argued that, while 
terminating the services of second party, junior persons 
have been retained and as such, it is breach of the principle 
of last come first go. The seniority list of employees of 
first party/bank is also not published as required under 
Rule 81 of the I.D. Bombay Rules. Permission of Government 
is also not obtained prior to terminating services of second 
party. It is further argued that though it was binding on 
the bank to maintain a seniority list of temporary employees 
as per provisions of the model standing orders, it is not 
maintained and as such, second party/workman is being 
deprived of his rights and hence, the first party also 
committed the breach of the provisions of Model Standing 
Orders. 

13. Smt. Karad Advocate for second party further 
argued that termination of services of second patty is by 
way of unfair labour practice. It is further argued that, as 
per Shastry Award, first party/bank should have absorbed 
second party in permanent service, but that is also not 
done by the bank. It is further argued that though the 
work was of permanent nature, second party was 
intentionally issued orders from time to time, so as to 
deprive him from getting benefits of permanent 
employment. It is further argued.that before the Assistant 
Commissioner of Labour (Central), Pune, first party/bank 
has wrongly shown working days of second party because 
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in that chart less working days of second party have been 
shown with mala fide intention. 

14. It is further .argued that no provision of law is 
followed before terminating the services of second party. 
The termination of services is illegal and unjustified. Hence, 
the said termination cannot be termed as legal and justified. 
Thus, act of terminating the services of second party is 
required to be set aside and therefore, he is entitled to 
reinstatement with continuity of service and full back 
wages from the date of termination along with other 
consequential benefits. 

15. As against this, it is argued on behalf of first 
party that, second party workman was appointed for a 
limited period by first party bank. After the efflux of time, 
services of second party automatically stood terminated. 
Hence, the termination of services of second party is 
covered by Section 2(oo)(bb) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act and as such, it is not retrenchment within the meaning 
of law. Hence, the provisions of retrenchment are not 
applicable in the facts of the present case. As such, it was 
not at all necessary to pay notice pay or retrenchment 
compensation to the second party. 

16. It is further argued on behalf of first party that, 
the second party has also not worked for 240 days in 12 
months preceding the date of termination. It is further 
argued that copy of settlement dated 30-7-96 is filed in 
Ref. IDA26/1999 in the case of Shri D. P. Manid at Ex. U-24 
and along with that document, one annexure is filed 
showing the number of working days of concerned 
workmen with first party bank from which it is clear that he 
has not worked for 240 days with the first party bank. It is 
further argued that appointment of second party was not 
made on regular post. It was illegal appointment and as it 
is back door entry. It is further argued that, burden of 
proof to show that the concerned workman worked for 
more than 240 days with employer in 12 months preceding 
the date of termination of service, lies on the concerned 
workman, in the present case, the said burden is not 
discharged by the second party/workman. 


or unfair labour practice committed by the first party/bank. 
As such, second party is not entitled to any relief as prayed. 
Hence, the reference is required to be dismissed. 

18. In support of his arguments, the learned counsel 
for first party has placed reliance on the following 
rulings: 

(1) Prakash Panduran Sawant Vs. Punjab and 
Sind Bank reported in 2007 LLR-1077 (Bombay 
High Court) wherein it is held that, “when the 
peons in a bank have been engaged on fixed 
term basis, their termination from services will 
not amount to retrenchment even if they have 
worked for more than 240 days in the last 
calendar year since such terminations are 
excluded by clause (bb) of the definition of 
retrenching under Section 2(oo) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act”. 

(2) Ganga Kisan Sahakari Chinni Mills Ltd. Vs. 
Jalvir Singh reported in 2007 LLR-1260 
(Supreme Court) wherein it is held that, 
“burden of proof to have been worked for 240 
days in the preceding 12 months of the 
termination lies upon the workman and not on 
employer.” 

(3) G M. Tanda Thermal Power Project Vs. Jai 
Prakash Srivastava reported in 2008 LLR-30 
(Supreme Court) wherein it is held that, 
“merely that the-workers engaged for some 
work that too by an officer but not by the 
Appointing Authority have worked for 240 
days, that will not provide them job security 
that their services could not be terminated 
without retrenchment compensation and one 
month’s notice pay.” 

(4) Award on the Industrial Disputes between 
certain Banking Companies and Their 
workmen, which is popularly known as Shastry 
Award. 


17. It is further argued on behalf of the first party 
that, when person is appointed for temporary period and 
that too fixed period, after efflux of time of such 
appointment, that appointment automatically stands 
terminated, hence, it is not retrenchment but that case is 
governed by provisions of Section 2 (oo)(bb) of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. In such case, the provisions of section 
25 F of I.D. Act will not be made applicable. It is further 
argued that as appointment of second party was for certain 
period and that too for certain exigency, it is not proper 
appointment. Hence, he is not entitled to any benefits 
such as permanency etc. It is further argued that, this 
Court cannot travel beyond the scope of reference which 
is sent for adjudication to this Court by the appropriate 
Government. It is further argued that there is no illegality 


(5) G Madhav Rao and others Vs. State Bank of 
India, OJCNo. 9039 of 1997and others, decided 
by Hon. Orissa High Court, Cuttack on 
18-9-1998 wherein the petitioners prayed for a 
direction to the State Bank of India and its 
functionaries to give them appointment in the 
post of Messengers. In those petitions, the 
validity of select list came to an end on 
31-3-1997, which is just like Shastry Award in 
the present case, on which reliance is placed 
on behalf of second party/workman in this 
case. In the petitions, the Hon. High Court of 
Orissa, Cuttack held that petitioners are not 
entitled to get any relief and accordingly, those 
petitions are dismissed. 
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(6) Decision of Their Lordships of Hon. Supreme 
Court in G. Madhav Rao Vs. State Bank of 
India and others wherein the above decision 
of Hon. Orissa High Court, Cuttack is 
challenged. It appears that the Hon..Supreme 
Court dismissed the said Special Leave 
Petitions on merits. 

(7) Veer Kunwar Singh University Ad-hoc 
Teachers Association and others Vs. Bihar 
State University Service Commission reported 
in 2007 (114) FLR-423 wherein it is held that, 
the appointment on the temporary basis 
without following the procedure provided 
under the Act shall not exceed a period of six 
months. 

(8) Umakant Patnayak and others Vs. 
Management, Gaiety Cinema reported in 2003 
111 CLR-674 in which it is held that, the Labour 
Court cannot travel beyond the reference made 
to it for. adjudication. 

(9) Secretary, State of Karnataka and others Vs. 

* Umadevi and others reported in 2006 II LLJ- 

722 (Supreme Court) wherein it is held that, 
any recruitment to State Service is to be 
governed by rules, constitutional and 
statutory. Similarly, casuat/daily rated workers 
in Government and local bodies are not entitled 
to relief of absorption in regular service or 
parity of pay with regular employees. Further 
if and when sanctioned posts filled, said daily 
wagers were to be allowed to complete, 
waiving age restriction and giving weightage 
for their past work in department. 

19. I have gone through the statement of claim filed 
by second party/workman, amendment sought in statement 
of claim, written statement as well as additional written 
statement filed on record by the first party/bank. I have 
also gone through the documents filed on record. 1 have 
also gone through oral evidence of second party/workman 
and his cross examination. I have also heard the arguments 
for both the parties. I have also gone through the rulings 
cited on behalf of first party/bank. 

20. In the statement of claim, it is contended by 
second party that, he worked with first party/bank at 
Kalwan branch during the period from 1-7-1975 to 
31-12-1976, Ul-1977 to 31-12-1986,1987 to 1996. By way 
of amendment, it is .contended by second party that he 
worked with first.party at Kalwan branch from 1-1-85 to 
31-12-85,1-1-86 to31-'12-86,1-1-95 to 31-7-95,1-1-96 to 
31-12-96,1-1-97 to31-7-97. These facts goto show that 
second party/workman gave different dates of working 
with first party in the statement of claim and amendment. 


21. It is to be noted here that in the schedule of 
reference, there is no date of termination of second party 
stated by concerned authority. In the affidavit which the 
second party has filed in lieu of oral evidence, he has 
disclosed the date of termination of his services as 
3 i-7-1997. Since the second party has submitted on oath 
that, first party terminated his services from 31 -7-1997 it is 
required to be seen as to whether the second party has 
worked for 240 days in 12 months preceding to his 
termination on 31-7-1997. 

22. It is to be noted that, the second party has clearly 
admitted in para 13 of his cross examination that, he has 
not filed the order dated 1-7-1975. He further admitted that 
he has not filed appointment* order for the period from 
1-1-1985 to 31-12-1985,1-M986 to 31-12-1986. He further 
admitted that he also not filed appointment order for the 
period from 1-1-1995 to 31-7-1995 and 1-1-1996 to 
31-12-1996, so also appointment order for the period from 
1-1-1997 to 31-7-1997 on record of this case. He further 
admitted that he has only filed appointment order for the 
period from 1-1-1995 to 31-7-1995 which is marked as Ex. 
U-22. He has further admitted in para 16 of cross 
examination that he has not filed any document to show 
that he was employed with first party/bank from 1-1-1985 
to December 1994. He has further admitted in para 21 of 
cross examination that, there is no proof to show that on 
31-7-1997 he was employed with first party/bank. He has 
further admitted in para 28 of cross-examination that there 
is no documentary proof to show that the work which he 
was doing is still available with the first party/bank. 

23. Taking into consideration the vital admissions 
given by the second party in his cross-examination, it 
cannot be said that second party/workman worked with 
first party/bank as alleged in the statement of claim. Further ' 
in the statement of claim and in amendment sought therein, 
the second party/workman has given different period of 
his working. Therefore, it is clear that there arc 
contradictions in the period of working submitted by 
second party/workman. 

24. As stated above, first party in Ref. IDA 26/1999 
in the case of Shri D. P. Maind has filed copy of settlement 
dated 30-7-1996 at Ex. U-24. Along with said Ex. U-24, first 
party filed a chart showing the name of concerned 
workman and number of days he worked with the first 
party/bank. In that chart, name of second party/workman 
is at SI. No. 31 and number of working days are shown 
against his name as 105. 

25. Taking into consideration, statement of claim, 
amendment thereof, written statement of bank, documents 
filed on record byi>oth parties, the oral evidence of second 
party/workman and more particularly the vital admissions 
given by second party in cross-examination, I hold that 
second party/workman has not proved that he worked 
with first party/bank as alleged. 
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26. In the light of ruling of Hon. Supreme Court in 
the case of Ganga Kisan Sahakari Chinni Mills reported in 
2007 LLR-1260 (cited supra by first party), burden of proof 
to have worked for 240 days in the preceding 12 months of 
the termination of services lies upon the workman and not 
on the employer. Taking into consideration the pleadings, 
evidence and documents on record, I am of the view that 
the second party workman has not discharged said burden 
of proof to have worked for 240 days in the preceding 12 
months of termination of services. 

27. As observed above, second party/workman 
admitted that he has only filed appointment order for the 
period from 1 -1 -1995 to 31 -7-1995 at Ex. U-22. The said 
order speaks appointment for the period from 1 -1-1995 to 
31-7-1995. I have already quoted vital admissions given 
by second party workman in his cross examination. The 
date of termination as stated by second party workman is 
31-7-1997 as stated by him in affidavit. 

28. There is no record to show that except for the 
period from 1-1-1995 to 31-7-1995 he worked with first party 
bank. Thus it becomes clear that the only period of 
worksing in respect of second party is from 1-1-1995 to 
31-7-1995. Taking into consideration the vital admissions 
given by second party workman, it cannot be said that he 
worked for 240 days in 12 months preceding the date of 
termination. 

29: Since the second party failed to prove that he 
worked for more than 240 days in 12 months preceding the 
date of termination, it was not at all necessary for the first 
party bank to comply with the provisions of section 25 F 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 i.e. payment of notice pay 
and retrenchment compensation to second party. As such, 
there is no substance in the contentions or arguments 
advanced by learned counsel Smt. Karad appearing for 
workman that as no notice pay and retrenchment 
compensation is paid, termination of services of second 
party is illegal or unjustified. Moreover, nothing has been 
shown on behalf of second party as to how the termination 
of services is illegal or unjustified. 

30. It is to be noted here that, the workman placed 
reliance on Shastry Award which is dated 30-7-1996 
between the management of bank and federation of 
employees of bank. It is argued on behalf of second party 
that on the basis of said Award, the first party bank should 
have absorbed the second party in service. It is not in 
dispute that the said settlement was valid upto 31 -3-1997. 

31. In this regard, it is to be noted that, similarly 
situated many workmen filed petitions before the Hon. 
High Court of Orissa, Cuttack i.e. OJC No. 9037 of 1997 
and others. The said petitions are dismissed by the Hon. 
High Court of Orissa, Cuttack on 18-9-1998 holding that 
petitioners therein are not entitled to any relief, and later 
on when the said order of Hon. High Court of Orissa was 
challenged before Their Lordships ofHon. Supreme Court 


in Special Leave Petition (C) 3081/1999. Their Lordships 
of Supreme Court also dismissed the said special leave 
petition and thereby order passed by the Hon. High Court 
of Orissa, Cuttack is made absolute. Reliance is placed on 
behalf of first party bank on the said ruling ofHon. High 
Court, Orissa and Hon. Supreme Court. 

32. Taking into consideration, the facts of the 
present case and decision of the Hon. High Court of Orissa, 
Cuttack on which reliance is placed on behalf of first party 
bank, later on which decision has been confirmed by Their 
Lordships ofHon. Supreme Court on which also reliance 
is placed by the first party bank, there is no substance in 
the contentions or arguments advanced on behalf of 
second party that on the basis of settlement dated 
3(j)-7-1996, bank should have absorbed second party in 
service. 

33. In the light of vital admissions given by the 
workman during his cross examination and only 
appointment order filed on record which is for the period 
from 1 -1 -1995 to 31 -7-1995 which is at Ex. U-22,1 have no 
hesitation to hold that the appointment of second party 
workman was for specific period and after efflux of that 
period, the said appointment automatically came to an end 
and as such, it is not retrenchment as it is excluded from 
definition of retrenchment as given in Section 2(oo) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

34. Thus taking into consideration the statement of 
claim, written statement filed by first party, documents 
filed on record, evidence of second party, arguments 
advanced by both the counsels for parties, the rulings 
cited on behalf of bank, I hold that the workman has failed 
to prove that he worked with first party as alleged and that 
the termination of services of second party is neither illegal 
nor unjustified. Hence, I hold that the termination of 
services of second party workman is legal and justified. 
Hence, I answer issue No. 2 in negative and issue No. 3 in 
the affirmative. 

35. As to issue No. 4 :1 have he Id that the action of 
first party bank in terminating the services of second party 
workman is neither illegal nor unjustified. Hence, I have 
held that the said termination of second party is legal and 
justified. Since termination of second party is held legal 
and justified, second party workman is not entitled to any 
relief including reinstatement or back wages. Hence, I 
answer issue No. 4 in the negative. 

36. In the light of above discussion, 1 proceed to 
pass following order: 

ORDER 

It is declared that the termination of services of 
second party is legal and justified. Hence, he is not entitled 
to any relief including reinstatement with continuity of 
service of back wages. Award be sent for publication to 
the Central Government. 

Nashik, A. S. GATTANI, Presiding Officer 

Date: 22-2-2011 


1730GI/11—15 
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AWARD 

( 22 - 2 - 2011 ) 

It appears from the record that, the Government of 
India, through Ministry of Labour sent this reference to 
this Court under Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 for adjudication as to whether the action of the 
management of State Bank of India, Region Pune in 
terminating the services of Shri Balkrishna Dhondiram 
Rane is legal as in 1978 he had worked 107 days, 1991:233 
days, 1992:215 days, 1994 : 130 days and in 1991:21 day s 
justified? If not, to what relief the said workman is entitled 
to? 


New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 


S.O. 1499. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 4/1999) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
ourt, Nashik as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dlispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of State Bank of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
29-4-2011. 


[No. L-12012/148/1998-IR(B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 


BEFORE SHRI A. S. GATTANI, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, LABOUR COURT, NASHIK 

I lef. (I.D.A.) No. 4/1999 

BETWEEN 

State Bank of India, 

Region-VPune. 

East Street, Pune-411001 
Maharashtra. 

Through the Regional Manager. 

.First Party/Employer 


AND 

Shri Balkrishna Dhondiram Rane, 

House No. 1961, Jadhav Wada, 

Dingarali, Sambhaji Chowk, 

Behind Ravindra Mandal School, 

Nashik, Maharashtra. .Second Party/ 

Workman 


PRESENT: 

Shri A. S. GATTANI, Jtidge. 

APPEARANCES: 

Shri C. A. Deolalkar, Advocate for First party/Employer 
>mt. V. D. Karad, Advocate for Second party/Workman 


2. After receipt of this reference, notices were 
issued to both parties. Thereafter second party/workman 
has filed statement of claim at Ex. U-2. It is contended by 
second party that he worked as messenger-cum-peon with 
first party Bank at Ozar, Tryambakeshwar, Panohavati, 
Sattpur branch in Nashik district from 1-2-1978 to 
14-5-1978,2-7-1991,19-3-1991 to 24-8-1992,13-12-1993 to 
2-4-1994. Though he was given assurance that he will be 
made permanent, but he is not made permanent and his 
services were illegally terminated by first party bank. By 
amendment, it is contended that, he was working on 
permanent post, he worked for more than 240 days in 12 
consecutive calendar months preceding date of 
termination. It is further contended that, more than 100 
employees are working with the said Bank and hence 
Industrial Employment Standing Orders Act and model 
standing orders framed thereunder are applicable. The first 
party has not complied with provisions of 4 (D), (1) and (2) 
of model standing orders. It is further contended that 
second party is not paid retrenchment compensation and 
notice pay by first party at the time of termination of 
services and junior persons than the second party have 
been retained in service. Hence, it is violation of Section 
25 F and G of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. No seniority 
list is published as required under rule 81 of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. Hence, the second party prayed for. 
reinstatement with continuity of service and full back 
wages from the date of termination of services. 

3. The first party resisted the claim of second party 
by filing written statement at Ex. C-5 contending that due 
to delay and latches, reference becomes inffuctuous and 
hence liable to be dismissed. It is contended that the 
second party never worked continuously for 240 days or 
more with the first party bank. As such it is not necessary 
to pay him notice pay or retrenchment compensation as 
provided in Section 25 F of Industrial Disputes Act. He 
was appointed for specific period as Messenger-cum- 
sweeper. There is Shastry Award which is settlement with 
State Bank of India Staff Federation by management. Last 
such settlement was entered into on 30-7-1996 to regularize 
the temporary workmen and that settlement was valid upto 
31-3-1997 and then the said list of temporary employees is 
scrapped. In that list, second party was a wait list 
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candidate. Since he is not absorbed till 31-3-1997, he has 
lost his claim in that list. By additional written statement, it 
is contended that, the second party never worked for years 
together continuously. There is no unfair labour practice 
committed by the bank. It is contended that submissions 
about applicability of model standing orders are 
misguiding. It is also contended that there was no necessity 
to comply with the provisions of Section 25 F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. It is contended that by the bank 
that termination of services of the bank does not amount 
to retrenchment. The bank also denied other submissions. 
There is no illegality committed by the bank. Hence, the 
bank prayed for dismissal of the reference with costs. 

4. Following issues have been framed by my 
learned predecessor considering rival pleadings. I have 


recorded my findings followed by reasons: 

ISSUES FINDINGS 

1. Whether the first party bank proves 

that the Reference is not maintainable 

on account of the alleged delay ? No 

2. Whether the concerned workman was 

employed as alleged ? No 

3. Whether the termination of their services 

was legal and justified ? Yes 

4. Whether the workman/second party 

is entitled to Reinstatement with all 
Consequential benefits ? No 

5. What award ? As per 

final order 


REASONS 

5. In support of his claim, the second party has 
filed his affidavit at Ex. U-18 stating relevant facts of the 
case. He is duly cross-examined on behalf of the first party. 
The first party Bank submitted that it does not Want to 
examine any witness before this Court. The second party 
filed certificate of first party dated 28-11-1994 stating that 
the second party worked from 1-2-1978 to 30-4-1978 as 
sweeper and for 14 days in May 1978 as Watchman in 
Ozar branch, again from 7-2-1991 to 27-2-1991 in 
Tryambakeshwar Branch for 21 days, again from 19-3-1991 
to 24-8-1992 in Panchavati Branch as part-time sweeper 
i.e.. for 485 days. This is stated in certificate dated 
24-12-1992. Again there is a certificate dated 28-9-1992 of 
Panchavati Branch stating that second party worked as 
temporary part-time sweeper from 19-3-1991 to 24-8-1992 
for 507 days. There is a certificate of Satpur branch stating 
that the second party worked as temporary part-time 
sweeper from 13-12-1993 to 2-5-1994 for 125 days. 

6 . The Second party also filed an application calling 
for documents from the office of Assistant Labour 
Commissioner (Central) Pune i.e. demand notice, 


justification statement, reply of bank before the said 
authority/Accordingly, notice was issued to the Assistant 
Labour Commissioner (Central) Pune and accordingly, the 
second party workman by hand filed the copy of written 
say of the bank which is filed before the said authority in 
dispute raised by the second party/workman. The first 
party filed copies of settlements dated 17-1 1-1987, 

16-7-1988,27-2-1988,9-7-1991 and 30-7-1996 along with 
Ex. C-l 7 in Ref. IDA 1/1999 in the case of Shri R. B. Yeola. 

7. First party also filed certain documents in Ref 
IDA 26/1999 which is a case of this bank and Shri Maind, 
copy of settlement dated 30-7-1996 including the list of ex¬ 
temporary employees of bank showing their number of 
days worked with the bank. The said document is filed 
along with Ex. C-5 in that case and it is marked as Ex. U-24. 

I have heard arguments of Smt. Karad, the learned counsel 
appearing for second party/workman and Shri Deolalkar, 
learned counsel appearing for the first party. I have also 
gone through the statement of claim, written statement 
and documents filed by both the parties. 

8 . As to issue No. 1 : It is argued on behalf of 
second party that, the services of second party arc 
terminated in 1994. Thereafter he made demand for 
reinstatement with continuity of service and back wages. 
The bank did not reinstate him, hence, he prayed that the 
demand be admitted into conciliation. The matter was 
before Assistant Commissisoner of Labour (Central) Pune. 
Dispute was not settled and hence the Central Government 
referred the said dispute to this Court in the year 1999 and 
hence there is no delay in raising the dispute or referring 
the case for adjudication to this Court. 

9. As against th is it is argued on behalf of first party 
that, the reference deserves to be dismissed on the ground 
of delay and latches. It is further argued on behalf of the 
first party bank that after a lapse of many years from 
termination of services, present reference is sent to this 
Court for adjudication and as such, there is much delay, 
hence, reference deserves to be dismissed on the ground 
of delay itself. In support of said arguments, Shri Deolalkar 
placed reliance on the ruling of Hon. Madras High Courl 
in the case of Management of Coimbatore District 
Consumers Cooperative Wholesale Stores Limited Vs. 
Presiding Officer, Labour Court, Coimbatore and R. 
Jagannathan reported in 2004 (2) LLN-1068 wherein it is 
held that, “it is not open to employees to raise dispute 

, with glaring negligence and delay. Dispute raised is liable 
to be rejected on ground of delay alone”. 

10. In the case in hand, if schedule of reference is 
perused, there is no date of termination of services of the 
second party/workman. In the affidavit which the second 
party filed in lieu of oral evidence, it is stated by him that, 
he worked with the first party bank till 2-5-1994 and his 
services have been termina t ed by first party bank on 
2-5-1994. Thus, it is clear that the date of termination in 
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his case is 2-5-1994. From the order ofreference it is clear 
hat though the said order is dated 7-1-1999 issued by 
Central Government of India, but it is clear that prior to 
hat the case of the workman was pending before relevant 
mthorities i.e. Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central), 
3 une and then Regional Labour Commissisoner (Central), 
Vlumbai for some time. In the case cited on behalf of bank 
.e. Coimbatore District Consumers Co-operative Wholesale 
Stores Limited Vs. Presiding Officer, Labour Court, 
Coimbatore and R. Jagannathan reported in 2004 (2) LLN- 
068 decided by Hon. Madras High Court, there was a 
delay of 10 years in raising the dispute. Therefore, it is 
leld that there is glaring negligenced on the part of the 
concerned workman in that case. In the case in hand, there 
s no such glaring negligence. Hence, said ruling of Hon. 
Madras High Court cannot be said to be applicable to the 
'acts of the present case. 

11 . Thus, considering facts of this case, I hold that, 
first party bank has not proved that the reference is not 
maintainable on ground of delay and latches. I therefore 
hold-that there is no substance in the said allegations of 
he first party that reference,is not maintainable on the 
ground of delay and latches. Hence, I answer issue No. 1 
n negative. 

12. As to issue Nos. 2 and 3 together : It is argued 
>n Behalf of second party by Smt. Karad, the Learned 
Advocate appearing for second party that, the second 
)arty worked with the first party bank for more than 240 
lays as messenger. He stated the fact of his employment 
with first party bank on affidavit which is filed in lieu of 
oral evidence before this Court. The first party bank has 
lot adduced oral evidence in this case. Though the second 
)arty-has been duly cross-examined on behalf of bank, 
he said cross-exam, is of no help to the bank. 

13. It is further argued that the work for which he 
vas appointed by the bank is of permanent nature. Hence, 
list party bank should have made him permanent in 
service, but instead of making him permanent in service, 
le is illegally terminated. While terminating the services 
)f second party, no opportunity of being heard is given to 
li.m. The provisions of retrenchment i.e. section 25 F of 
ndustrial Disputes Act, 1947 have not been followed by 
he first party as second party is not paid any notice pay 
>r retrenchment compensation at the time of termination. 

14. The Id. counsel Smt. Karad appearing for 
vorkman/second party further argued that, while 
erminating the services of second party, junior persons 
lave been retained and as such, it is breach of the principle 
of last come first go. The seniority list of employees, of 
Irst party bank is also not published as required under 
■ule 81 of the I.D. Bombay Rules. Permission of Government 
s also not obtained prior to terminating services of second 
oarty. It is further argued that though it was binding on 
he bank to maintain a seniority list of temporary employees 


as per provisions of the model standing orders, it is 
maintained and as such, second party workman is being 
deprived of his rights and hence, the first party also 
committed the breach of the provisions of Model Standing 
Orders. Smt. Karad Advocate for second party further 
argued that termination of services of second party is by 
way of unfair labour practice. It is further argued that, as 
per Shastry Award, first party bank should have absorbed 
second party in permanent service, but that is also not 
done by the bank. 

15. It is further argued that though the work was of 
permanent nature, second party was intentionally issued 
orders from time to time, so as to deprive him from getting 
benefits of permanent employment. It is further argued 
that before the Assistant Commissioner of Labour (Central) 
Pune, first party bank has wrongly shown working days 
of second party because in that chart less working days 
of second party have been shown with mala fide intention. 

16. It is further argued that no provision of law is 
followed before terminating the services of second party. 
The termination of services is illegal and unjustified. Hence, 
the said termination cannot be termed as legal proper or 
justified. Thus, act of terminating the services of second 
party is required to be set aside and therefore, he is entitled 
to reinstatement with continuity of service and full back 
wages from the date of termination along with other 
consequential benefits. 

17. As against this, it is argued on behalf of first 
party that, second party workman was appointed for a 
limited period by first party bank. After the efflux of time, 
services of second party automatically stood terminated. 
Hence, the termination of services of second party is 
covered by Section 2(oo)(bb) of the Industrial Disputes 
act and as such, it is not retrenchment within the meaning 
of law. Hence, the provisions of retrenchment are not 
applicable in the facts of the present case. As such, it was 
not at all necessary to pay notice pay or retrenchment 
compensation to the second party/workman while 
terminating services. 

18. It is further argued on behalf of first party that, 
the second party has also not worked for 240 days in 12 
months preceding the date of termination. It is .further 
argued that copy of settlement dated 30-7-96 is filed in 
Ref. I DA 26/1999 in the case ofShri D. P. Manidat Ex. U-24 
and along with that document, one annexure is filed 
showing the number of working days of concerned 
workmen with first party bank from which it is clear that he 
has not worked for 240 days with the first party bank. 

19. It is further argued that appointment of second 
party was not made on regular post. It was illegal 
appointment and as it is back door entry. It is further argued 
that, burden of proof to show that the concerned workman 
worked for more than 240 days with employer in 12 months 
preceding the date of termination of service, lies on the 
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concerned workman. In the present case, the said burden 
is not discharged by the second party workman. It is farther 
argued on behalf of the first party that, when person is 
appointed for temporary period and that too fixed period, 
after efflux of time of such appointment, that appointment 
automatically stands terminated, hence, it is not 
retrenchment but that case is governed by provisions of 
section 2 (oo)(bb) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. In such 
case, the provisions of Section 25 F of I.D. Act will not be 
made applicable. It is farther argued that as appointment 
of second party was for certain period and that too for 
certain exigency, it is not proper appointment. Hence, he 
is not entitled to any benefits such as permanency etc. 

20. It is further argued that, this Court cannot travel 
beyond the scope of reference which is sent for 
adjudication to this Court by the appropriate Government. 
It is further argued that there is no illegality or unfair labour 
practice committed by the first party bank. As such, second 
party is not entitled to any relief as prayed. Hence, the 
reference is required to be dismissed. 

21. In support of his arguments, the learned counsel 
for first party has placed reliance on the following 
rulings ; 

(1) Prakash Panduran Sawant Vs. Punjab and 
Sind Bank reported in 2007 LLR-1077 (Bombay 
High Court) wherein it is held that, “when the 
peons in a bank have been engaged on fixed 
term basis, their termination from services will 
not amount to retrenchment even if they have 
worked for more than 240 days in the last 
calendar year since such terminations are 
excluded by clause (bb) of the definition of 
retrenchment under Section 2(oo) of the 
Industrial Disputers Act”. 

(2) Ganga Kisan Sahakari Chinni Mills Ltd. Vs. 
Jalvir Singh reported in 2007 LLR-1260 
(Supreme Court) wherein it is held that, 
“burden of proof to have been worked for 240 
days in the preceding 12 months of the 
termination lies upon the workman and not on 
employer”. 

(3) G. M. Tanda Thermal Power Project Vs. Jai 
Prakash Srivastava reported in 2008 LLR-30 
(Supreme Court) wherein it is held that, 
“merely that the workers engaged for some 
work that too by an officer but not by the 
Appointing Authority have worked for 240 
days, that will not provide them job security 
that their services could not be terminated 
without retrenchment compensation and one 
month’s notice pay”. 

(4) Award on the Industrial Disputes between 
certain Banking Companies and Their 


workmen, which is popularly known as Shastry 
Award. 

(5) G. Madhav Rao and Others Vs. State Bank 
of India, OJC No. 9039 of 1997 and Others, 
decided by Hon. Orissa High Court, Cuttack 
on 18-9-1998 wherein the petitioners prayed 
for a direction to the State Bank of India and 
its functionaries to give them appointment in 
the post of Messengers. In those petitioners, 
the validity of select list came to an end on 
31-3-1997, which is just like Shastry Award in 
the present case, on which reliance is placed 
on behalf of second party/workman in this 
case. In the petitioners, the Hon. High Court 
of Orissa, Cuttack held that petitioners are not 
entitled to get any relief and accordingly those 
petitions are dismissed. 

(6) Decision of Their Lordships of Hon. Supreme 
Court in G. Madhav Rao Vs. State Bank of 
India and Others wherein the above decision 
of Hon. Orissa High Court, Cuttack is 
challenged. It appears that the Hon. Supreme 
Court dismissed the said Special Leave 
Petitioners on merits. 

(7) Veer Kunwar Singh University Ad-hoc 
Teachers Association and Others Vs. Bihar 
State University Service Commission reported 
in 2007 (114) FLR-423 wherein it is held that, 
the appointment on the temporary basis 
without following the procedure provided 
under the Act shall not exceed a period of six 

i months. 

i 

(8) Umakant Patnayak and others Vs. 

i Management, Gaiety Cinema reported in 2003 

III CLR-674 in which it is held that, the Labour 
Court cannot travel beyond the reference made 
to it for adjudication. 

I 

(9) Secretary, State of Karnataka and Others Vs. 
Umadevi and Others reported in 2006 II LI J- 
722 (Supreme Court) wherein it is held that, 
any recruitment to State Service is to be 
governed by rules, constitutional and 
statutory. Similarly, casual/daily rated workers 
in Government and local bodies are not entitled 
to relief of absorption in regular service or 
parity of pay with regular employees. Further 
if and when sanctioned posts filled, said daily 
wagers were to be allowed to complete, 
waiving age restriction and giving weightage 
for their past work in department. 

22 . I have gone through the statement of claim filed 
by second party/workman, amendment sought in statement 
of claim, written statement as well as additional written 
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itptement filed on record by the first party bank. I have 
io gone through the documents filed on record. I have 

t io gone through oral evidence of second party/workman 
d his cross examination. I have also heard the arguments 
>r both the parties. I have also gone through the rulings 
fted on behalf of first party/bank. 


al|s< 

a) 

ai 

fid) 


23. In the statement of claim, it is contended by 

t md party that, he worked with first party bank at Ozar, 
ambakeshwar, Panchavati, Sattpur branch in Nashik 
[strict from 1-2-1978 to 14-5-1978,2-7-1991,19-3-1991 to 
2 1-8-1992,13-12-1993 to 2-4-1994. By way of amendment, 
it is contended by second party that he worked with first 
pirty at Ozar, Try ambakeshwar, Panchavati & Satpur 
b-anch from 1-2-1978 to 14-5-1978, 2-7-91 to 27-2-91, 
19-3-91 to 24-8-92 and from 13-12-1993 to 2-4-1994. These 
f« icts go to show that second party/workman gave different 
d ites of working with first party in the statement of claim 
a id amendment. 


24. It is to be noted here that in the schedule of 
r< Terence, there is no date of termination of second party 
s ated by concerned authority. In the affidavit which the 
s icond party has filed in lieu of oral evidence, he has 
disclosed the date of termination of his services as 
2-5-1994. Since the second party has submitted on oath 
t) lat, first party terminated his services from 2-5-1994, it is 
required to be seen as to whether the second party has 
worked for 240 days in 12 months preceding to his 
ti irmination on 2-5-1994. 

25. It is to be noted that, the second party has clearly 
admitted in para 13 of his cross examination that, he has 
rot filed the order of appointment for the period from 
1-2-78 to 2-4-1994 Taking into consideration the vital 
admissions given by the second party in his cross 
examination, it cannot be said that second party workman 
v worked with first party bank as alleged in the statement of 
c laim. Further in the statement of claim and in amendment 
sought therein, the second party workman has given 
c ifferent period of his working. Therefore, it is clear that 
t lere are contradictions in the period of working submitted 
by second party workman. 

26. As stated above, first party in Ref. IDA 26/1999 
ii the case ofShri D. P. Maind has filed copy of settlement 
(iated 30-7-1996 at Ex. U-24. Along with said Ex. U-24, first 
party filed a chart showing the name of concerned 
workman and number of days he worked with the first 
party bank. In that chart, name of second party workman 
is at Sr. No. 29 and number of working days are shown 
i igainst his name as 117. 

; 27. Taking into consideration, statement of claim, 

amendment thereof, written statement of bank, documents 
filed on record by both parties, the oral evidence of second 
party workman and more particularly the vital admissions 

I 


given by second party in cross examination, I hold that 
second party workman has not proved that he worked 
with first party bank as alleged. 

28. In the light of ruling of Hon. Supreme Court in 
the case of Ganga Kisan Sahakari Chinni Mills reported in 
2007 LLR-1260 (cited supra by first party), burden of proof 
to have worked for 240 days in the preceding 12 months of 
the termination of services lies upon the workman and not 
on the employer. Taking into consideration the pleadings, 
evidence and documents on record, I am of the view that 
the second party workman has not discharged said burden 
of proof to have worked for 240 days in the preceding 12 
months of termination of services. 

29. As observed above, second party/workman filed 
appointment order for the period from 1-2-1978 to 30-4-78 
i.e. 3 months and 14 days in May 1978 in Ozar branch of 
first party. Again he filed appointment letter for the period 
7-2-91 to 27-2-91. Again he filed certificate dated 24-12- 
1992 stating that he worked for 485 days in Panchavati 
branch as part time sweeper from 19-3-1991 to 24-8-1992. 
Again there is a certificate dated 28-9-1992 from the said 
branch that the second party worked for 507 days from 
19-3-1991 to 24-8-92 as part time sweeper. There is also a 
certificate issued by Satpur branch dated 17-5-1994 stating 
that workman/second party worked for 125 days during 
the period from 13-12-1993 to 2-5-1994 as part time sweeper 
in that branch. I have already quoted vital admissions 
given by second party workman in his cross examination. 
The date of termination as stated by second party workman 
is 2-5-1994 as stated by him in affidavit. 

30. Thus, it becomes clear that the only period of 
working in respect of second party is from 1-2-1978 to 
30-4-1978 i.e. 3 months and 14 days in May 1978 in Ozar 
branch, from 7-2-91 to 27-2-91 with Tryambakeshwar 
branch, for 485 days in Panchavati branch as part time 
sweeper from 19-3-1991 to 24-8-1992. Again there is a 
certificate dated 28-9-1992 from the said branch that the 
second party worked for 507 days from 19-3-1991 to 
24-8-92 as part time sweeper. It is also clear that he worked 
in Satpur branch for 125 days during the period from 
13-12-1993 to 2-5-1994. In the light of said record & taking 
into consideration the vital admissions given by second 
party workman, it cannot be said that he worked for 240 
days in 12 months preceding the date of termination. 

31. Since the second party failed to prove that he 
worked for more than 240 days in 12 months preceding the 
date of termination, it was not at all necessary for the first 
party bank to comply with the provisions of second 25 F 
of Industrial DisputesAct, 1947 i.e. payment of notice pay 
and retrenchment compensation to second party. 

32. As such, there is no substance in the contentions 
or arguments advanced by learned counsel Smt. Karad 
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appearing for workman that as no notice pay and 
retrenchment compensation is paid, termination of services 
of second party is illegal or unjustified. Moreover, nothing 
has been shown on behalf of second party as to how the 
termination of services is illegal or unjustified. 

33. It is to be noted here that, the workman placed 
reliance on Shastry Award which is dated 30-7-1996 
between the management of bank and federation of 
employees of bank. It is argued on behalf of second party 
that on the basis of said Award, the first party/bank should 
have absorbed the second party in service. It is not in 
dispute that the said settlement was valid upto 31-3-1997. 

In this regard, it is to be noted that, similarly situated 
many workmen filed petitions before the Hon. High Court 
of Orissa, Cuttack i.e. OJC No. 9037 of 1997 and others. 

34 . It is to be noted that the said petitions are 
dismissed by the Hon. High Court of Orissa, Cuttack on 
18-9-1998 holding that petitioners therein are not entitled 
to any relief, and later on when the said order of Hon. 
High Court of Orissa was challenged before their Lordships 
of Hon. Supreme Court in Special Leave Petition (C) 3081/ 
1999, Their Lordships of Supreme Court also dismissed 
the said special leave petition and thereby order passed 
by the Hon. High Court of Orissa, Cuttack is made absolute. 
Reliance is placed on behalf of the first party /bank on the 
said ruling of Hon. High Court, Orissa and Hon. Supreme 
Court. 

35. Taking into consideration, the facts of the 
present case and decision of the Hon. High Court of Orissa, 
Cuttack on which reliance is placed on behalf of first 
party /bank, later on which decision has been confirmed 
by Their Lordships of Hon. Supreme Court on which also 
reliance is placed by the first party bank, there is no 
substance in the contentions or arguments advanced on 
behalf of second party that on the basis of settlement 
dated 30-7-1996, bank should have absorbed second party 
in service. 

36. In the light of vital admissions given by the 
workman during his cross-examination and the certificates 
of working days filed on record by the second party, I 
have no hesitation to hold that the appointment of second 
party/workman was for specific period and after efflux of 
that period, the said appointment automatically came to 
an end and as such, it is not retrenchment as it is excluded 
from definition of retrenchment as given in section 2(oo) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

37. Thus taking into consideration the statement of 
claim, written stastement filed by first party, documents 
filed on record, evidence of second party, arguments 
advanced by both the counsels for parties, the rulings 
cited on behalf of bank, I hold that theworkman has failed 
to prove that he worked with first party as alleged and that 


the termination of services of second party is neither illegal 
nor unjustified. Hence, I hold that the termination of 
services of second party/workman is legal and justified. 
Hence, 1 answer issue No. 2 in negative and issue No. 3 in 
the affirmative. 

38. As to issue No. 4 :1 have held that the action of 
first party /bank in terminating the services of second party/ 
workman is neither illegal nor unjustified. Hence, 1 have 
held that the said termination of second party is legal and 
justified. Since termination of second party is held legal 
and justified, second party/workman is not entitled to any 
relief including reinstatement or back wages. Hence, I 
answer issue No. 4 in the negative. 

39. In the light of above discussion, I proceed to 
pass following order: 

ORDER 

It is declared that second party workman is not 
entitled to any relief including reinstatement with 
continuity of service of back wages as the said termination 
of his services is legal and justified. Award be sent for 
publication to the Central Government. 

Nashik, A. S. GATTANI, Presiding Officer 

Date: 22-2-2011 
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New Delhi, the 4th May, 2011 

S.O. 1500. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 39/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour CourtNo. 1, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexurc 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of MES and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 4-5-2011. 

[No. L-14012/16/2006-1R(DU) | 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 
'DUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case No. ID 39/2006 

Shri Hardev Singh son of Billu Singh, 

C/o Shri Dinesh Kumar and 
Chaman Lai, Authorised 
Representative of the workman, 

House No. 431, Sector 15 A, 

Chandigarh ... Applicant 


Versus 

The Garrison Engineer (Utility), 
Bhatinda Military Station, 
Bhatinda Cantt., 

Bhatinda 

APPEARANCES: 

Fo-the workman : None 


.. .Respondent 


AWARD 

Passed on 15-4-2011, Camp Ferozepur 

Central Govt, vide notification No. L-14012/16/2006- 
IR(DU) dated 16th of June, 2006 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“Whether the action of the management of MBS 
Bhatinda in terminating the services of Shri Hardev 
Singh son of Billu Singh, Ex-Operation & 
Maintenance of A.C. Plants. Store/Godown, EMI- 
Workshop, Core headquarters w.e.f. 18-12-04 is just 
and legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitied 
to V 

Case is taken up for recording the evidence of the 
workman. Workman despite knowledge is not present for 
his evidence from the last many hearings. No reasonable 
explanation on behalf of the workman has been given for 
his absence. The reference is already five years old. It 
appears that workman is not interested to pursue with the 
present reference. In view of the above, the present 
reference is returned to the Central Govt, for want of 
prosecution. Central Govt, be informed. File be consigned. 


Fo • the management : Shri Indel Prashad, GE. 

Utility, Bhatinda VVr 


Chandigarh: 
15-4-20 M 


G.K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 
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